https://www.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/1abhsmb/credibledefense_daily_megathread_january_26_2024/
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Some rather big news in Myanmar as [Entire Military Battalions of Myanmar’s Junta Have Agreed to Defect in Karenni State: KNDF](https://www.irrawaddy.com/news/war-against-the-junta/entire-military-battalions-of-myanmars-junta-have-agreed-to-defect-in-karenni-state-kndf.html).

> Entire junta military battalions based in Karenni (Kayah) State will switch sides and join the resistance as soon as agreements have been finalized with junta commanders, the Karenni Nationalities Defense Force (KNDF) said on Wednesday.

>The junta defectors will be allowed to serve for the anti-regime revolutionary government with the same positions and ranks they have in the junta military, the KNDF said.

More in the article. While many large surrenders of troops have been seen in the last few months, the *defections* of entire battalions (meant to be at 1000 men but now usually only consisting of ~200) would be very significant for anti-junta forces. Successful defections could lead to contagion within the Tatmadaw and see further defections, desertions, or surrenders in other parts of the country.

Meanwhile, the KIA destroyed LIB 123 at Nam Hpat Kar after the entire [unit allegedly surrendered](https://www.irrawaddy.com/news/burma/junta-battalion-controlling-myanmar-china-trade-route-surrenders-to-kia.html).

This comes as the PNLA joins [the fight against the Junta](https://www.irrawaddy.com/news/burma/myanmar-military-now-at-war-with-ethnic-pa-o-army-and-allies-in-southern-shan-state.html) after the Tat broke their ceasefire.

Lots of base [captures](https://www.facebook.com/share/qiMeTmDoP5YtswZr/?mibextid=WC7FNe) continuing around the country even as the Junta retaliates by [slaughtering villagers](https://www.facebook.com/share/p/RKrwc2GNo6VwjVFn/?mibextid=WC7FNe) and indiscriminately bombing towns.

Though the 3BA is mostly out of the fight (except for the AA), the war rages in the rest of the country.
[Update](https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/abc-news-exclusive-joint-chiefs-chairman-us-goal/story?id=106708505)* on a British tanker that was hit by the Houthis. The crew was forced to abandon the ship on life boats. Seems like it was their most successful strike as of yet. 

*Scroll to the end of the article
An article giving us some details on the ever-changing, ever-advancing "drone war" aspect of the Russian invasion.  AI upgrades are mentioned but the ability to take off, function, and be recovered in bad weather, along with increased battery life, are common among first upgrades sought.  

The story about the drones working, then being stopped for months, upgraded until it can perform again, is increasingly becoming a common one.  The drone war doesn't have any signs of slowing down and so drone operators and their training will continue to grow in importance.  As will the ability to quickly apply upgrades into the drone manufacturing process.

Giving increased aid in this area not only makes sense because it's necessary for Ukraine's success but also because it give the nation helping the ability to be on the front edge of understanding and utilizing these new technologies.  [Sweden has joined the coalition of drones and electronic warfare, along with Ukraine & Latvia. The UK also announced its intention to join the coalition and become its co-leader with Latvia. | Ukrainian Pravda | January 2024](https://www.pravda.com.ua/eng/news/2024/01/25/7438863/)

[​This Drone Helped Ukrainians Annihilate Russians & Military Vehicles at River Crossing in 2022 | Defense Express | January 2024](https://en.defence-ua.com/industries/this_drone_helped_ukranians_annihilate_dozens_of_russians_and_military_vehicles_at_river_crossing_in_2022-9295.html)

*Ukrainian Armed Forces possess and actively deploy the Vector reconnaissance unmanned aerial vehicle from Quantum Systems. First supplied back in 2022, the UAV is now being provided in three times larger batches to Ukraine, the company revealed and connected the increased demand by the need to spot Russian forces during the night, Defense News reports.*

*"The Vector had his baptism of fire during the famous battle of Siverskyi Donets in May 2022, where it was capable of directing fire through a thick layer of smoke in an electronic-warfare environment," shared Matthias Lehna, business development manager at Quantum Systems.*

*Apparently, he meant the battle that unfolded at approximately the same location a number of times in May 2022, near Bilohorivka village in eastern Ukraine. The russian invasion army was repeatedly trying to cross the Siverskyi Donets river while Ukrainian Defense Forces destroyed them, mostly with artillery fire, resulting in over 400 russian soldiers and 70 units of armored equipment destroyed, according to estimations.*

*Sven Kruck, Chief Sales Officer at Quantum Systems told the media that Vector drone has seen improvements since then: both software and hardware updated, in particular, drones are now capable of safe takeoff and landing in bad conditions, and battery endurance is up one extra hour.*

*"We are also working on enhancing the AI capabilities of the Vector so it can better connect and integrate to battle management systems and strike drones as well as working on more sensors and radar elements so they can better detect artillery fire," Kruck said.*

*He recalls an episode, earlier shared, about that time when Vector UAVs suddenly started to fall in Ukraine after several months of working without a problem. As it turned out, the russians were suppressing the signal link between the UAV and the satellite. Quantum promptly received a report on the issue from Ukrainian drone operators and fixed it by adding manual control options and developing special AI-powered software.*

*On a reminder note, in spring 2023, German drone maker Quantum Systems opened Centres for service, training, support, and logistics in Ukraine. The centers help in training drone operators, repairing damaged UAVs, and managing the procurement of spare parts.*

*There are plans to expand the cooperation. This year, the company is planning to establish production of components for its unmanned systems in Ukraine, aiming to start local full assembly of Vector in 2025.*

*According to official data published by the German government, Ukraine has received 162 Vector UAVs to date as military aid from the Federal Government, with 263 more to arrive in the future.*
[Ukrainian ](https://www.facebook.com/share/p/UZPCawHRKBdpBzyz/?mibextid=xfxF2i) PoW Coordination HQ has confirmed the validity of the russian list with 65 pow names that russians are claiming were on the downed Il-76. Specifically they said that these are indeed the pow that were supposed to be exchanged. 

However relatives of these pow could not identify anyone from the footage of the dead bodies provided by russia.
> The State Department notified Congress on Friday that it had approved a $23 billion sale of F-16 fighter jets and related equipment to Turkey after the country’s leader signed documents to allow Sweden’s long-delayed entry into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, department officials and the Pentagon said.
> Although Congress could move to formally block the sale, four senior lawmakers told the State Department on Friday evening that they would not object, after their aides reviewed the documents signed by President Recep Tayyip Erdogan of Turkey, U.S. officials said.

> The drawn-out process with Turkey has also delayed the sale of F-35 jets to Greece, which became linked to the F-16s in diplomatic talks because Turkey and Greece are longtime rivals, despite both being members of NATO. The State Department also formally told Congress on Friday night it was going ahead with that sale.

https://www.nytimes.com/2024/01/26/us/politics/turkey-f16s-nato-sweden.html
[ASML’s China Sales Surged Despite Secret Dutch Deal With US](https://www.msn.com/en-us/money/markets/asml-s-china-sales-surged-despite-secret-dutch-deal-with-us/ar-BB1heO9k?cvid=4b81a25ba6684cf8a51596148de42095&ei=9). Why? Because ASML received permission from the Dutch government to sell massive quantities of highly sensitive equipment to Chinese companies before key restrictions on said equipment came into effect. So much so, that China became ASML's biggest export market last year. 

>In December, imports of lithography equipment from the Netherlands jumped almost 1,000% from a year earlier to $1.1 billion as firms rushed to buy ahead of the start of Dutch restrictions this month.

>Still, the second-most advanced machine ASML makes — its immersion deep ultraviolet machines which, unlike the higher-spec model weren’t subject to an export ban until this year — have helped power a breakthrough in Chinese chipmaking.

>That chip demonstrated manufacturing capabilities far beyond what the US was seeking to prevent, and raised fears in Washington that it is too late to halt China’s semiconductor advances. 

In other words, while sales of chip making gear to China from US-based Applied Materials fell for the second year in a row, and sales from Japan-based Electron Ltd also fell last year, ASML got the greenlight from the Dutch government to allow Chinese firms to stockpile vast quantities of some of the most advanced chip making equipment on the planet right before restrictions on that very equipment were set to be implemented. Equipment that China was already using to produce highly advanced chips. 

And here I was thinking that Biden had done a great job convincing the Netherlands and Japan to join them in their effort to curtail Chinese advanced chip production for global security reasons.
Ammunition news:

[Rheinmetall: New ammunition factory & framework contract for artillery ammunition in planning](https://deaidua.org/news/2024/01/26/rheinmetall-new-ammunition-factory-framework-contract-for-artillery-ammunition-in-planning/)

>Germany’s Minister of Defence, Boris Pistorius, announced yesterday during an approximately 45-minutes long interview with BILD that **a second framework contract for the production and supply of artillery ammunition is currently being worked on** with Rheinmetall. According to Pistorius, this is because the German arms manufacturer is building **a new ammunition factory for artillery ammunition at very short notice**.  
>  
>He did not provide any further details such as a timeline, a possible scale of production or where the production would take place. However, it is likely to be a possible factory in Lithuania. According to The Baltic Times, Aušrinė Armonaitė, the Lithuanian Minister for Economy and Innovation, also reported yesterday that they are in **“very detailed talks” with Rheinmetall about the construction of a factory inside of Lithuania.**

The German MoD announced that a new framework contract is in the work (in addition to the already signed contract with Rheinmetall worth 1.2bn EUR). This new framework contract is happening due to Rheinmetall building a new factory. No further official information, but DEAIDUA proposes that this is connected to the announcement made by Lithuania that Rheinmetall is building a factory there.

A new factory is definitely good news. Building it in Lithuania would fit well. Lithuania already has ties with KMW, Rheinmetall and Germany. It would be a win-win for all.

Speaking of Lithuania:

[MoD Lithuania](https://twitter.com/Lithuanian_MoD/status/1750741263786140126)

>Approved by the Lithuanian National Defence Council: a new Infantry Division will be established in the Lithuanian Armed Forces,  the Leopard 2 tank platform will be purchased as the necessary aggravating capability of the new division. It marks a huge step in  modernising the Lithuanian Army

It was already reported last year that Lithuania aims to set up a division (currently Lithuania uses Brigades only as its largest formations). The new Leopard 2s will be used to give this formation a heavy component.
There has been a clear strategy by US Military leadership to expand presence on social media. However, not the typical marketing attempt with branded accounts and highly edited/scripted material. The rise of individual content creators has intrigued me greatly, from aviators using GoPros in their cockpits and posting on youtube (Rob Roy) to the CO of an aircraft carrier tweeting photos of sailors with cookies (Chris Hill). 

Recruitment and image are paramount, and endeavors like this will prove valuable as historically successful advertising schemes may be less effective. Certainly these initiatives have been approved by leadership and are encouraged - can anyone speak more specifically on this expanded effort?
>(Bloomberg) -- A merchant ship was on fire after being struck about 55 miles southeast of Aden, Yemen, maritime intelligence firm Ambrey Analytics said.  
>  
>The incident is ongoing, the firm said in a notice, though the precise details surrounding it were unclear. The area in question and the southern Red Sea have been the center of multiple attacks on ships by Houthi militants in recent weeks. The UK Navy also said it had a report of an incident, and advised vessels to transit with caution.  
>  
>Since mid-November, the Houthis have launched near daily attacks on vessels transiting the Red Sea, in an act of solidarity with Palestinians amid the war between Israel and the militant group Hamas. The conflict has rerouted trade flows as some shippers avoid the key waterway.  
>  
>READ: Houthis Fire Missile Close to a Tanker Hauling Russian Oil  
>  
>Earlier Friday, missiles exploded near a Panama-flagged, India-affiliated ship carrying barrels from Russia, according to Ambrey. Although a Houthi spokesman told the Russian newspaper Izvestia last week that Russian and Chinese ships sailing through the Red Sea would be safe, Friday’s attack was the third in the vicinity of a vessel that had previously called on a Russian port.

After missing a Indian ship earlier in the day looks like the Houthis successful hit another this afternoon. Reports of a fire and ongoing situation is different from prior attacks who suffered minor damage and made it to port relatively safely.  It will be interesting to see what the cargo was on this most recent strike. Hope the crew make it off the boat safely.

&#x200B;

Update: A spokesperson from Trafigura confirmed that the Marlin Luanda, a petroleum products tanker vessel operated on behalf of company, was struck by a missile as it transited the Red Sea. They reported that "Firefighting equipment on board is being deployed to suppress and control the fire caused in one cargo tank on the starboard side." The company said it remains in contact with the vessel and the top concern is the safety of the crew
In a skillful balancing act, the US is selling 40 F-35As to Greece.

[https://www.dsca.mil/press-media/major-arms-sales/greece-f-35-joint-strike-fighter-conventional-take-and-landing-ctol](https://www.dsca.mil/press-media/major-arms-sales/greece-f-35-joint-strike-fighter-conventional-take-and-landing-ctol)

&#x200B;

>The State Department has made a determination approving a possible Foreign Military Sale to the Government of Greece of F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Conventional Take Off and Landing (CTOL) aircraft and related equipment for an estimated cost of $8.6 billion. 

Now the Greeks can sleep well against their sworn enemy and NATO ally, Turkey.
Germany's Minister of Defence, Boris Pistorius, made some [interesting comments](https://twitter.com/mfphhh/status/1750839279461282062) regarding Taurus in a recent interview.


In particular, Pistorius said that Taurus is one of the best developments in this segment and noted that comparing Taurus and Storm Shadow missiles is like comparing a T72 tank to a Leopard 2A8.


Many people have been saying that Taurus is essentially the same thing as Storm Shadow, only with some minor improvements. But this interview gives a totally different impression.
[Russia’s Oil Industry Threatened by Ukrainian Drones, Western Sanctions](https://carnegieendowment.org/politika/91473)


>Russian oil refineries rarely generate much news. Yet since the start of 2024, they have barely left the front pages: first, there was an accident at Lukoil’s Kstovo refinery; then successful Ukrainian attacks on refineries in Ust-Luga on the Baltic Sea, and Tuapse on the Black Sea. These incidents garnered so much media attention because they pose major questions about how well Russia’s energy industry is coping with the pressures of wartime.


>...


>If this is Kyiv’s plan, it’s similar to the tactics employed by Russia a year ago, when it targeted the Ukrainian power system, bombing transformers in the hope that repairs would take time. In the end, Ukraine managed to source enough spare parts, and come up with enough quick fixes that Russia’s campaign failed. Now, it’s Russia’s energy infrastructure that’s in the crosshairs—and Russia needs to find a coping strategy.


>On the one hand, there’s no doubt that Russia has a much larger industrial base than Ukraine, which means there are more opportunities to source parts domestically. On the other hand, Russia is more isolated from international markets than Ukraine.


Last year Russia tried to disrupt Ukraine's energy infrastructure, but eventually ran out of missiles while allies helped Ukraine repair or replace the destroyed equipment.


This year it's Ukraine's turn. There are some notable differences. Ukraine won't run out of drones, and Russia won't get outside help. However, drones won't do as much damage as missiles, and Russia is much larger both in size and industry.


To make things worse, Russia has serious problems selling Sokol oil which Ukraine can't reach (at least for now):


[Exclusive: Russia struggles to sell Pacific oil, 14 tankers stuck - sources, data](https://www.reuters.com/markets/commodities/russia-struggles-sell-pacific-oil-14-tankers-stuck-sources-data-2024-01-26/)
I guess it might get its own megathread, but let's keep the discussion going here as well: [The ICJ in the Hague ruled against Israel](https://www.aljazeera.com/news/liveblog/2024/1/26/live-icj-to-issue-preliminary-ruling-in-south-africa-genocide-case-against-i), with the following highlights:  
  
* The court says it has jurisdiction to rule in the case.
* The court orders Israel to take measures to prevent acts of genocide in the Gaza Strip, must report back in one month.
* The court says Israel must prevent and punish incitement to genocide in the Strip.
* The court says Israel must allow humanitarian aid into the Strip.
* The court obliges Israel to take more measures to protect Palestinians but does not order it to end military operations in the Strip.

Presiding Judge Donoghue (who is American) says the ruling creates international legal obligations for Israel.  
  
Netanyahu already went on record saying they would not be stopped by the Hague, and with the current ruling falling short of ordering a straightforward ceasefire I wonder what effect -if any- this will have over the coming 1 month set out by the court?   
  
Will Israel make some moves to at least look like they are taking it somewhat seriously, such as allowing increased humanitarian aid to come in perhaps, or will they outright ignore it?
The UN has fired numerous staffers in Palestine over allegations that they were involved in the attack on October 7. Another point of embarrassment for the UNRWA.

[Biden admin cuts funding to controversial UN agency amid allegations members assisted in Hamas massacre](https://www.foxnews.com/world/biden-admin-cuts-funding-controversial-un-agency-allegations-members-assisted-hamas-massacre)

UNRWA fired 12 employees and opened an investigation into their involvement

The United States has temporarily paused "additional" funding for a key United Nations agency in the Gaza Strip over allegations that some of its members were "involved" in the Oct. 7 Hamas terrorist attack in Israel. 

"UNRWA can read the Beltway press well enough to know that Congress is moving to cut off U.S. funding," Richard Goldberg, former National Security Council (NSC) advisor during the Trump Administration, told Fox News Digital. 

"This is a PR move designed to preempt congressional action. It does nothing to change the fact that UNRWA is complicit in Hamas war crimes and remains a key obstacle to peace," Goldberg, currently a senior advisor at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies, added.

Twelve United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA) for Palestine Refugees in the Near East employees were allegedly "involved" in the attack, and the U.S. funding will resume subject to an investigation from the United Nations. 

UNRWA, citing information provided by Israeli authorities, terminated the contract with the accused employees on Friday and announced an investigation "to protect the agency’s ability to deliver humanitarian assistance" and "establish the truth without delay," Reuters reported. 

The U.S. State Department in a press release said that Secretary of State Antony Blinken spoke with U.N. Secretary-General António Guterres regarding the investigation, which will be "comprehensive and independent." The U.S. insisted that it must see "complete accountability for anyone who participated in the heinous attacks of Oct. 7." 

Israeli Defense Minister Yoav Gallant praised the U.S. decision as "an important step in holding UNRWA accountable." 

"At least a dozen UNRWA employees participated in the horrific attack conducted on Oct. 7: These are ‘humanitarian workers,’ with salaries paid for by international donations, with blood on their hands," Gallant said in a press release following the State Department's announcement. 

"Major changes need to take place so that international efforts, funds, and humanitarian initiatives don’t fuel Hamas terrorism and the murder of Israelis," Gallant wrote. "Terrorism under the guise of humanitarian work is a disgrace to the U.N. and the principles it claims to represent."

The decision follows growing allegations that started in Dec. 2023 when an Israeli citizen taken hostage by Hamas said upon release that they had remained captive in the attic of a UNRWA teacher. Another hostage claimed that a Gazan doctor – allegedly a pediatrician – helped hold another hostage captive for Hamas. 

UNRWA pushed back on the claim, calling it "unsubstantiated" after the Israeli journalist did not immediately respond to their requests for additional information, saying in an official statement, "UNRWA and other entities in the United Nations have asked the journalist to provide more information on what we consider to be a very serious allegation. Despite repeated demands, the journalist has not responded," it was claimed.

UNRWA has faced several allegations, including corruption and directly helping Hamas, as documented in an X community note. Reuters reported on a former headmaster at a UNRWA school who helped build rockets for Islamic Jihad while employed by the agency, as well as posts from several UNRWA teachers and administrators celebrating the Oct. 7 attack.
[The Houthis attacked another Russian oil ship.](https://finance.yahoo.com/news/houthis-fire-missile-close-tanker-161820034.html)


> Missiles exploded near a ship hauling Russian oil near Yemen, as merchant shipping in the region continues to face near-daily attacks from the country’s Houthi rebel group.

Thankfully unsuccessfully yet again. I’m not sure why this wasn’t brought up yesterday in the comments about China pressuring the Houthis to calm down but one of the reasons they would is because even when the Houthis said they were only targeting the Israelis they were hitting ships that had nothing to do with Israel. this is the third time they have attacked a Russian oil ship probably accidentally even when traffic thru the strait is low.
[looks like the Houthis are poking the bear again](https://news.usni.org/2024/01/26/uss-carney-targeted-by-houthi-ballistic-missile-shoots-downs-threat)

“USS Carney (DDG-64) shot down an anti-ship ballistic missile fired by the Houthis Friday afternoon, local time, U.S. Central Command announced Friday.

The Houthis launched the missile at the ship, which has now shot down multiple Houthi drones and missiles. Carney was the first ship to shoot down Houthi weapons when it used SM-2s to shoot down several Houthi drones and missiles that were fired toward Israel in the aftermath of the Oct. 7 Hamas attacks and the subsequent Israeli bombardment of Gaza.

There were no injuries or damage reported, according to the Central Command statement.”

I’m glad everyone on the ship is okay. I can’t imagine being on a ship and going to general quarters because of an ASBM being fired at you.
This is going to be a bit of a long question, but here goes

Throughout 2023, I would often be on NonCredibleDefense for a laugh on my lunch break. I knew full well that was not a direct source of real news or intelligence, but still, hanging around a community every day still gets you in a certain mindset. That mindset being Russia was pushing under-equipped men to certain death with outdated equipment, inferior intelligence, and no lay of the land, overall just an attitude of just drown Ukraine in shows of force rather than actual competence. You know, [this narrative](https://i.kym-cdn.com/photos/images/original/002/669/592/15c.jpg). All this at the expense of their economy which was falling off a cliff. After the Wagner mutiny (not sure if that's the right word) the narrative shifted to "Russia just lost their only competent fighting force and might even see Putin overthrown" (obviously that never happened) 

Other research on the topic was, while striving to be accurate, also undeniably biased toward pro-Ukrainian optimism. I won't accuse Perun of lying, but he still [spins a framing device](https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i9i47sgi-V4) of billion-ruble budgets for brand new tech being skimmed down and skimmed down until Russian troops are being issued cheap kevlar and scrap metal body armor to go up against armor-piercing NATO rounds. Lastly there's mainstream news -- I'm not going to accuse them of outright lying either, but repeatedly hearing "Russia buys more warheads from North Korea" month after month lets a narrative of "Russia is trying to bomb out empty cities with second-rate Korean War-era munitions" take root

...

So we fast forward to 2024 and the war has... I'm not sure the best word, stagnated? Russia's military hasn't collapsed, they've taken and held territory -- less than they wanted, but Ukraine can't budge them out of it. Casualties on both sides are within the same order of magnitude. Russia's economy has shifted toward other customers and more or less stabilized that way.

So with all the background in mind, I can finally ask the question: How credible is the modern Russian military? Was the old narrative I hung around with an unhealthy fiction? If I want to stay informed on the truth (or as close as possible, I know it's "the first casualty in war") what are some things to look for and to avoid?
Does anybody have insight into the current views of strategic risk from within the Republic of Türkiye? It strikes me that as a NATO member sandwiched between the Black Sea and Middle East, each having active conflicts at risk of expanding, there could be some unique analysis driven by pressing regional concerns.
[HOLD, BUILD, AND STRIKE: A VISION FOR REBUILDING UKRAINE’S ADVANTAGE IN 2024](https://warontherocks.com/2024/01/hold-build-and-strike-a-vision-for-rebuilding-ukraines-advantage-in-2024/)

by Michael Kofman, Rob Lee, and Dara Massicot

As always, a very good piece of analysis. The argument that Ukraine can withstand the Russian attacks in 2024 seems solid to me.

On the other hand, the suggestion that it might rebuild its offensive potential and score a victory in 2025 seems much more speculative. The current key trajectories (trends, not the situation at the moment) with manpower, equipment, systems, and morale are all going against Ukraine, and they all need to be **not just stopped but reversed** for Ukraine to regain a decisive advantage in 2025.

In particular, Kofman at al are barely addressing the most critical problem - that of manpower. They say that Ukraine needs to find a way to mobilise 400k-500k troops, and they are right. What they do not address is the quality of these replacements - even if Ukraine manages to tap them they will be men who actively dodged mobilisation for two years. How are they going to be transformed into attack-capable troops? The authors offer no explanation.

They are certainly right that a strictly passive defence in 2024 is the best option for Ukraine (possibly the only option). However, their case and argument explaining how Ukraine is going to restore its offensive potential and even dominate the battlefield in 2025 (despite Russia continuing to ramp up its military production) is unexpectedly weak and wishful.
[removed]
[https://www.newsweek.com/us-closes-weapons-stockpile-ukraine-1863721](https://www.newsweek.com/us-closes-weapons-stockpile-ukraine-1863721)

I just noticed this, but I am confused if it means that Ukraine is temporarily cut off from new weapons sales, of it actually means that US existing stockpiles are also out.
Overall, the tracked armoured vehicles figure does not seem completely outlandish. The Latvian MoD estimated that they produce and restore 100-150 tanks per month (1,200-1,800 per year) IFVs and APCs accounting for the remaining 2,200-2,800 of the total sounds at least possible.

3,000 armoured trucks and cars sounds very unlikely - frontline videos show very few of them in use compared to IFVs and APCs.

4,000 pieces of artillery - I have no idea whether this is in any way realistic. Ditto six brigades/battalions of SAMs.

150 radiation units is interesting, probably most of those are TOS launchers.

193 EW units (jammers etc) sounds very, very low.

&#x200B;

================================================================

&#x200B;

Russian Deputy Defence Minister Alexey Krivoruchko listed the equipment he says the Russian army received during 2023 - **produced and restored**.

The (self-reported) total is:

\- 4,000+ armoured vehicles (tanks, support vehicles, AFVs and APCs)

\- 16,000 cars and trucks, including 3,000+ armoured ones

\- 4,000 artillery pieces and MLRSs (he did not mention mortars as a part of the artillery list)

\- 150 units for the radiation, chemical and biological defence troops (TOS-1A, TOS-2 launchers, and smokescreen vehicles).

\- six brigade and battalion ("division" in Russian military parlance) sets of anti-aircraft weapons

\- 193 EW units

\- 93,000 communication devices

\- 300,000 personal weapons

\- 1,000,000+ helmets and body armour sets (hard to say whether he means 1,000,000 helmet+armour sets or a 500,000 helmets+500,000 armour sets)

&#x200B;

>Article 1 - **The Russian Armed Forces received 4 thousand units of artillery and MLRS in 2023**  
>  
>MOSCOW, January 26. /TASS/. In 2023, the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation received over 3 thousand armored vehicles, 4 thousand artillery pieces and multiple launch rocket systems (MLRS), artillery reconnaissance and counter-battery weapons, as well as more than 150 samples for the RCBZ troops, including heavy flamethrower systems , said Deputy Minister of Defense of the Russian Federation Alexey Krivoruchko.  
>  
>“This (equipment supplied to the Russian Armed Forces in 2023 - TASS note) also includes more than 16 thousand samples of automotive equipment, including over three thousand protected armored vehicles, four thousand samples of missile and artillery weapons - self-propelled howitzers and artillery guns, rocket systems multiple rocket launchers, artillery reconnaissance and counter-battery weapons, more than 150 samples of RCBZ equipment: combat vehicles of heavy flamethrower systems, reconnaissance chemical and smoke vehicles,” he said at the Unified Day of Acceptance of Military Products on Friday.  
>  
>Article 2 - **The ground forces received more than 4 thousand units of armored vehicles in 2023**  
>  
>The troops also received six brigade and divisional sets of anti-aircraft missile systems and anti-aircraft missile systems  
>  
>MOSCOW, January 26. /TASS/. In 2023, the Russian Ground Forces received more than 4 thousand types of armored vehicles as part of the state defense order (GOZ). Deputy Minister of Defense of the Russian Federation Alexey Krivoruchko announced this in his report at the Unified Day of Acceptance of Military Products.  
>  
>"In the interests of the Ground Forces and inter-service support: six brigade and divisional sets of anti-aircraft missile systems and anti-aircraft missile systems, as well as other types of air defense weapons of the Ground Forces. More than four thousand types of armored weapons and equipment: tanks and tank support combat vehicles, infantry fighting vehicles and armored personnel carriers,” he said, reporting on new and repaired models of equipment adopted by military missions over the year within the framework of the State Defense Order.  
>  
>In addition, he noted, in 2023 the troops received more than 300 thousand types of engineering weapons and equipment. Including remote mining systems, robotic demining systems, heavy mechanized bridges, 193 units of electronic warfare equipment: counter-drone systems, ground jamming stations, radio jamming modules. He also mentioned communications equipment, which included more than 93 thousand stations and complex hardware, individual tactical radio stations, and digital radio relay stations.  
>  
>Also, 300 thousand samples of wearable weapons were supplied: machine guns, sniper rifles, grenade launchers, rocket-propelled infantry flamethrowers, sights of various modifications. The troops also received more than a million personal armor protection and equipment - body armor, armored helmets, sets of combat equipment and crew armor protection, Krivoruchko added.  
>  
>https://tas s. ru/armiya-i-opk/19825711  
>  
>https://tas s. ru/armiya-i-opk/19825597
As of lately it seems that the idea of a possible conflict between Russia and NATO in the Baltic region is again on the cards, here i explain why a Russian victory is extremely unlikely to happen  


Let's start with the fact that currently, with the ongoing war in Ukraine, Russia absolutely does not have the forces to open a second front. Therefore, a possible attack could only occur if and when the war in Ukraine concludes, which is unlikely in the short term given Russia's determination to take control of the entire Donbass region, a goal they are far from achieving.
  

  
Even with the end of the war in Ukraine, the Russian armed forces would find themselves in a pitiful state. Their better-trained and equipped forces would be buried between Hostomel, Vhuledar, Bakhmuth, Advika, and on the banks of the Siversky Donetsk. It would take years to rebuild armored forces to pre-February 2022 levels and likely decades to achieve the same levels of professionalism enjoyed by the Russian army.
  

  
In contrast, NATO forces have not lost an ounce of capability in their professional forces since NATO forces were not deployed in the conflict, except for a few volunteers in the foreign legion.
  

  
NATO intelligence services have gained valuable information on the combat tactics of the Russian armed forces, information that the Russians cannot claim to have. While Ukrainian forces have been trained in NATO tactics, they lack the quantity of resources, especially aircraft, and their forces have not had the time to be trained as extensively as NATO soldiers. Therefore, it can be confidently said that the Russians have limited insight into how their adversaries will fight.
  

  
Now, turning to the actual invasion, the Baltic's weak point, the Swali gap, has been known for at least 20 years. Therefore, the most obvious direction of attack would not be a surprise. Attacking this gap would mean assaulting many Polish locations, which is not easy given the Russian military's difficulty in quickly capturing urban centers. The capture of these centers, necessary for rejoining with Russian forces in the Kaliningrad enclave, would be a slow process, especially considering the numerous and well-equipped Polish armed forces.
  

  
Speed is the only thing that would allow the Russians to succeed in the Baltic, as NATO forces are superior technologically, in training, and in numbers. If a land communication line is not established rapidly before the arrival of the bulk of European armies, holding Kaliningrad is impossible.
  

  
Now, considering the naval aspect of the war, frankly, the Russians have no hope.
  

  
Baltic and North Fleets: 1 Aircraft Carrier (in refit since 2017 with many problems), 2 Battlecruisers, 1 Cruiser, 6 Destroyers, 5 Frigates, 33 Corvettes, 7 Ballistic Missile Submarines, 4 Cruise Missile Submarines, 7 Nuclear-Powered Attack Submarines, 5 Conventional Submarines.
  

  
Polish Navy: 2 Frigates, 2 Corvettes, 1 Conventional Submarine.
  
Finnish Navy: 8 Corvettes (Rauma and Hamina classes, which the Finns call missile boats).
  
Swedish Navy: 7 Corvettes, 4 Conventional Submarines.
  
Danish Navy: 9 Frigates.
  
Norwegian Navy: 4 Frigates, 6 Corvettes, 6 Conventional Submarines.
  
German Navy: 7 Destroyers (Baden-Württemberg and Sachsen classes, which the Germans call frigates), 4 Frigates, 5 Corvettes, 6 Conventional Submarines.
  
Dutch Navy: 4 Destroyers (De Zeven Provinciën class, which the Dutch call frigates), 2 Frigates.
  
Belgian Navy: 2 Frigates.
  
British Navy: 2 Aircraft Carriers, 6 Destroyers, 11 Frigates, 4 Ballistic Missile Submarines, 5 Conventional Submarines.
  

  
Total: 2 Aircraft Carriers, 17 Destroyers, 34 Frigates, 28 Corvettes, 4 Ballistic Missile Submarines, 22 Conventional Submarines.
  

  
These are just the forces immediately available to NATO, which could be reinforced by American, French, Italian, Spanish, etc., contingents. Additionally, the age of Russian major units, such as carriers battlecruisers and cruisers, commissioned in 1991, 1988, 1998, and 1986 respectively, contrasts with NATO's  more modern assets.
  

  
Furthermore, Russian forces cannot rely on the Black Sea or Caspian Sea fleets, and the Pacific fleet would need to traverse the Pacific and face the vastly superior US Navy, to join the theater of operations. Adding to this, the proximity of the port of St. Petersburg (less than 200 km from the front) within the range of ATAMACS, Storm Shadow, Taurus, and other medium to long-range systems, and the even closer port of Kaliningrad, means that the Baltic Fleet will be in extremely perilous waters from the first minute of war with no escape route.
  

  
This implies that if the Blitz through the Swali Strait does not happen, Russian forces in Kaliningrad would be under siege, with naval resupply impossible and airborne resupply impractical due to NATO's air superiority and limited Russian logistical capabilities.
  

  
In essence, the Russians are being asked to do much more than they did in Ukraine against a vastly stronger opponent.
  

  
In short, a Russian victory relies solely on the Atlantic alliance not engaging in combat.
[removed]
[removed]
> Though the 3BA is mostly out of the fight (except for the AA), the war rages in the rest of the country.

On that subject, they are complaining about [repeated ceasefire violations] (https://www.irrawaddy.com/news/politics/myanmar-junta-accused-of-insulting-beijing-by-violating-ceasefire-near-shared-border.html) by the Tatmadaw.

> Three ethnic armies that comprise the alliance say, however, that the junta’s military has brazenly violated the ceasefire since it was signed. It has repeatedly launched assaults on and bombed civilians in northern Shan State and attacked troops from the three ethnic armies as well as territory they control, the alliance said.

The TNLA has been [fighting with the military](https://www.irrawaddy.com/news/war-against-the-junta/fighting-reported-in-myanmars-ruby-hub.html) as of today. The ceasefire seems tenuous, at best. 

> On Thursday, regime troops in four vehicles attacked Pain Pyit village which is in TNLA Brigade 2 territory, sparking fighting with the armed group. Details about the fighting are unknown.

As always, events are fluid and reporting is fuzzy.
I love your posts here. In the last 3 month, has there been ay instance of major battlefield victory for the Junta side?
>In the case of the British-operated oil tanker, the ship was damaged and the crew was forced to abandon ship. U.S. officials said the crew was able to make it aboard a lifeboat, while the USS Carney and a French warship were en route to provide assistance.

It was a little too buried in an article on US airstrikes.
I think you can see it burning on FIRMS https://firms.modaps.eosdis.nasa.gov/map/#t:tsd;d:24hrs;@45.8,11.4,8.1z

The ship is at 11°54'32.9"N 45°46'39.3"E
What exactly does the list being valid show? The Russians claimed there were multiple planes carrying the POWs flying on Wednesday so even if there was a list it doesn't tell us anything at all. We are now almost three full days from the incident. We've seen all sorts of footage from the crash site but nothing that comes close to corroborating the claim of 75 people dying on a plane. today both sides exchanged dead bodies of soldiers. even with the ability to fake a few more deaths at the crash site the Russians have provided scant proof. The sad thing is that the families of these POWs have no closure and are being put thru torture. 

Today Putin tells the world that it couldn't have been Russian AD because FOF. His own milbloggers are still claiming that their own AD shot down a A50 and IL22 much further from the front. they are so invested in this [fake French mercenaries killed in Kharkiv story](https://twitter.com/wartranslated/status/1750075781022101869) to justify targeting civilian buildings that it's now becoming a diplomatic problem. I think it's very possible that there were POWs on that plane and it was a tragic accident but with this much lying and disinfo it's become impossible to trust anything the Russians say on this topic.
>However relatives of these pow could not identify anyone from the footage of the dead bodies provided by russia.

Are we talking about the initial footage of the crashed plane?  Because there wasn't exactly much to identify there.
[removed]
It still doesn't explain why, if these prisoners were to be exchanged, they were in a plane flying *away from the place they were to be exchanged*

Frankly I wouldn't put it past the Russians to just use this to cover up the murder and abuse of prisoners, or even to use the downed plane as an excuse to damage Ukrainian morale by murdering prisoners as part of a psyop plan. I know that's speculation but Russia deserves zero benefit of the doubt.
I can't help but wonder why so much media attention is being given to this story. The Russian propaganda angle is of course "See, they killed their own, it would be all better if Ukraine didn't have air defense, so then it would be all better if Ukraine just surrendered" but... that's just one in an endless stream of asinine Russian takes that has been unending since around 2009. What makes this one so special?
I wouldn't trust Erdogan. Have you seen the greater Turkey map that has been floating on Turkish TV lately? Bad idea to give them more jets, or any kind of military equipment. Might be worth while to consider involving Greece in some kind of Nuclear Sharing agreement like the one that exists for Germany, Italy and Belgium. Just to make sure Erdogan doesn't get any ideas.
The article doesn't seem to mention what type of equipment is concerned (unless I missed it). I'm pretty sure no EUV equipment has been sent to China however they definitely have older generations machines that I'm pretty sure is not export controlled. Someone correct me if I'm wrong.

Edit: Apparently they weren't subject to the export ban until this year.
I am glad to see the Germans finally taking this seriously, it only took two years to decide its time to build a new factory but better late than never.


I am curious to watch how quickly they will actually get this new factory up and running at full production speed.
You're correct that there has been a large change in strategy by the top leaders of the military.  Across all branches.  It's a necessity based on the the pretty eye opening statistics they keep running into when they are looking at how to recruit the younger generations.  It's a problem that will seemingly get bigger before it gets smaller.

[Social media and influencers key to military recruitment of young people, defense officials say | Stars&Stripes | 2022](https://www.stripes.com/theaters/us/2022-09-21/military-recruiting-problems-social-media-7422004.html?amp%3Butm_medium=email&amp%3Butm_campaign=dfn-ebb&amp%3BSToverlay=2002c2d9-c344-4bbb-8610-e5794efcfa7d)

*“The portrayal of the mission and what service looks like for military members and their families is often skewed in the media and in the minds of the current youth generation,” said Stephanie Miller, deputy assistant secretary of defense for military personnel and policy. “The next generation of Americans to serve should know that there has never been a better time for them.”*

*Miller and the personnel leaders of the Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps described an exceptionally tough recruitment year and told members of a Senate Armed Services Committee subpanel that investment in more targeted advertising and marketing would help address the growing problem. Current recruitment efforts rely too much on an outdated, “telephone book-era” method to recruit youth through high school directories rather than focusing on social media, said Michael Strobl, the acting deputy commander for manpower and reserve affairs for the Marine Corps. “What we really want to be able to do here is to be able to provide more personalized and tailored content,” Miller said. “What we are really right now is a blunt force instrument and we want to be more strategic. We want to be able to kind of package our messaging so that it can resonate with greatest effect to a generation where we count seconds in terms of being able to capture their attention.”*

*The youth market is increasingly disconnected and unfamiliar with the military, with only 1 in 11 eligible individuals between the ages of 17 and 24 showing a propensity to serve, said Lt. Gen. Caroline Miller, the deputy chief of staff for manpower, personnel and services for the Air Force. Only 23% of young people are fully qualified to enlist while the rest are disqualified for obesity, addiction, medical and behavioral health conditions, and other issues. “We anticipate the recruiting environment to be even more challenging in 2023 and beyond,” Lt. Gen. Miller said.*

[Top NCO says social media influencers can give US military a recruiting boost Starts&Stripes | 2023](https://www.stripes.com/theaters/us/2023-08-01/military-recruiting-social-media-influencers-10923648.html)

*“We need to rely on outside entities to be able to propagate [our] message,” Ramón “CZ” Colón-López, the senior enlisted adviser to the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said during an Air & Space Forces Association event near Washington. “What I mean by that is the use of influencers.”*

*Colón-López said social media channels such as YouTube and TikTok are dominated by popular influencers who have a service connection. He said they are precisely what the military needs to reach potential recruits under the age of 25, considering recent Pentagon data has shown just 23% of Americans between the ages of 17 and 24 qualify physically and academically to serve.*

*Further, only about 9% of people in that age range are interested in serving, 
according to a Defense Department survey. “We have people who have very wide-casted nets out there with big followings who have some kind of connective tissue with the Department of Defense,” Colón-López said. “Those are the experiences we need people to start talking about.”*

[Service member influencers are helping DOD recruit, Pentagon official says | NextGov | 2023](https://www.nextgov.com/people/2023/11/service-member-influencers-are-helping-dod-recruit-pentagon-official-says/391845/)

*Deputy Secretary of Defense Kathleen Hicks said when it comes to the department’s Gen Z-focused military recruitment initiatives on social media, “where we've seen the most success is with — I feel so out of my lane here — with influencers.”*

[Arms & Influencers: Leveraging the Social Media Stars in the US Military’s Ranks | Modern Warfare Institute | 2024](https://mwi.westpoint.edu/arms-and-influencers-leveraging-the-social-media-stars-in-the-us-militarys-ranks/)

*More and more of the world’s population stays informed of current events via social media rather than traditional news sources. In the United States, of Americans under the age of thirty—a demographic accounting for half the total US population—more than a third turns to social media as its preferred news source. While a growing percentage of the world engages with social media daily, it is essential to highlight that these users do not view all content through the same lens.*

*Importantly, social media users assign greater merit to authentic user-generated content than traditional sources of information. Deloitte conducted a global survey and found that 27 percent of millennial and Gen Z respondents harbored zero trust in traditional media. It follows that audiences rarely perceive an institution’s social media account to be as genuine as an individual’s social media account, regardless of whether the content spotlights a food review or dairies daily college life. A military component’s Instagram account can post recruiting advertisements but will fail to engender trust with its audience due to being a faceless organization. Despite the public’s distrust of government institutions, the public still very much trusts individuals, especially military service personnel. Consequently, the Defense Department should train, coordinate, and channel a network of individual military social media influencers to amplify key messaging across broad audiences and combat recruiting and retention challenges.*
> However, not the typical marketing attempt with branded accounts and highly edited/scripted material. The rise of individual content creators has intrigued me greatly, from aviators using GoPros in their cockpits and posting on youtube (Rob Roy) to the CO of an aircraft carrier tweeting photos of sailors with cookies (Chris Hill).

This is a pretty common approach for brand marketing modelled on public relations mindset being applied to modern channels... social channels is where PR and advertising collided.  Referred to as 'earned media' instead of 'paid media'.  Instead of paying money to channels to force content in front of eyeballs (aka paid ads), aim is to get quality content that eyeballs want to seek out (and hence channels will want to leverage without charge).  Bonus points for creating a 'community' or following in the process, which obviously social is geared to.   

Earned campaigns will typically still use a paid component -- e.g., want to amplify content that is working and try to nudge some content to go viral, but aim is to get a big impact with limited budget.  For that need compelling story to tell, and want it to come across as authentic as possible without compromising the brand.

If you look at media/content consumption trends of younger people, it is pretty clear that a traditional marketing approach isn't going to get you much.  Given the audience the military is aiming for, they really should be ahead of this curve...
> It will be interesting to see what the cargo was on this most recent strike. 

Purportedly naphtha per a BOL.
[removed]
As predicted the US-led maritime coalition as well as the recent airstrikes have both failed to deter as well as prevent the Houthis from attacking ships in transiting near Yemen. We all know these attacks will stop the moment there's a ceasefire in Gaza but Biden et al opted for escalation and now the situation much worse than before. More and more ships are avoiding the Red Sea which vital to international trade.
does leave turkey in a bit of a bind.  In a war the greeks are going to have 5th gen fighters and the turks are going to have old f16s and russian air defence.
Pistorius has one mission here: Defending Olaf Scholz decision to not supply the Taurus.

Pistorius is from the same party as Scholz and in the end the Minister of Defence works for the Chancellor. 

I would not take the statement serious at all. The SPD party has developed quite a lot of justifications why they can't supply the system. Every time one of the justifications is shown to be not true they invent a new one. It went so far that they said it was not possible to produce new Taurus in a short time and then the manufacturer tweeted that they were ready to restart the production and are only waiting for orders. 

Scholz doesn't want Ukraine to have long range strike capabilities and he doesn't trust Ukraine to adhere to imposed restrictions on weapon use (which so far Ukraine has always followed).
I thought the warhead and penetrator charge was a joint co op and the only difference between the two was the frame/engine/stealth technology? 

Maybe it has to do with range?
> comparing Taurus and Storm Shadow missiles is like comparing a T72 tank to a Leopard 2A8

Small note here is that you have these flipped. The quoted translation:
>StormShadow compared to Taurus is like T72 compared to Leopard2 A8.

He's likening Storm Shadow to the T72, and Taurus to a Leopard 2A8. 

It's pedantic, but the way you've written it here makes it look like he's saying the Taurus is the T72.
I think it's mostly marketing. AFAIK it doesn't have a data link or any other capability that storm shadow lacks. It seems closer to that than say a JASSM.
Granted as defense minister he may be privy to data the public may not but that which is publicly available supports the consensus of the thread yesterday that it's not massively superior. It's in his interest to overstate capability's don't for get, so I would take it with a grain of salt.
This is very different from Russias strategy to target the power grid. That was a form of moral bombing in the hopes that denying the Ukrainian citizenry access to electricity would force them to pressure the government to sue for peace. The Ukrainian strategy on the other hand is simply financial warfare. They are targeting a key revenue stream for the Russian government in the hopes this will limit their capabilities to prosecute an increasingly expensive war and also to give the Russians a massive financial incentive to end the war. If Russia wants their oil revenues at prewar levels they will have to come to the negotiating table. 

It’s also far more likely to succeed simply because the financial toll of such attacks can be many times greater than the cost of the damaged equipment. As they will need to cover the equipment cost, the lost revenue, the ongoing expenses of continuing other elements of the operation, and the opportunity cost of spending that money in these areas vs investing all of this elsewhere. At the moment these attacks seem like the best tool Ukraine has to end this war with a suitable settlement and more importantly a deterrent against further Russian aggression. What remains to be seen is the rate of production Ukraine can achieve and how successful will Russian air defenses be at fending off such attacks once they adapt to the new threat.
There’s a ton more information on both of these stories that I don’t have to time to go through right now, but just on the UAV strikes, Bloomberg is reporting that the Tuapse refinery will be down through February. It’s the second largest refinery in Russia, but perhaps the most important one for exports, especially naphtha and diesel.
The key difference here is that the Ukrainian people feel like they're in a fight for survival as an independent state, and are willing to make grave sacrifices to achieve that. The Russians? Not so much.
In the end the ruling matches my expectations. It's a pretty sensible ruling (when we compare it to the usual show the UN pulls against Israel) that reminds Israel of its responsibilities, emphasizes that words matter (but context doesn't) and aid is important. 

>Will Israel make some moves to at least look like they are taking it somewhat seriously, such as allowing increased humanitarian aid to come in perhaps, or will they outright ignore it?

No, they won't take it serious. Currently no aid is entering Gaza from Israel. 

>Families of hostages held in Gaza and other protesters are holding a demonstration at the Kerem Shalom border crossing to prevent humanitarian aid from entering the Gaza Strip for the third day in a row.
  


[https://www.timesofisrael.com/liveblog\_entry/for-third-day-in-a-row-protesters-block-aid-from-entering-gaza-at-kerem-shalom-crossing/](https://www.timesofisrael.com/liveblog_entry/for-third-day-in-a-row-protesters-block-aid-from-entering-gaza-at-kerem-shalom-crossing/)

I doubt the Israelis don't have the capability to move the protesters away from the border crossing, but I don't think there is any political will there.
https://www.justsecurity.org/91457/top-experts-views-of-intl-court-of-justice-ruling-on-israel-gaza-operations-south-africa-v-israel-genocide-convention-case/

I admittedly thought something was missing from the discourse - so I'm posting some opinions by actual international legal scholars.
That's an incredibly weakly worded ruling. They are reinitiating that genocide is illegal, which nobody needed sixteen judges to tell them, and demanding Israel does something they have been doing for months by this point.

They ruled that they have jurisdiction, but their hesitancy to say or ask for anything in specific besides checking back with them in a month indicates they are aware they have very little standing here, and that making a strong statement that just gets ignored with no repercussions would damage their reputation.

Israel is unlikely to change course unless opinion shifts against the war domestically, which isn't going to happen for a very long time, or the continuation of the war endangers foreign policy objectives that are considered more valuable. And the fact that normalization still seems to be on track makes that seem similarly doubtful.
>> Will Israel make some moves to at least look like they are taking it somewhat seriously, such as allowing increased humanitarian aid to come in perhaps, or will they outright ignore it?

Will America enforce the ICJ ruling on Israel? That is a no. America has threatened and sabotaged international bodies that rule against them. Most recent example being America sanctioning the ICC for investigating Palestine and Afghanistan. If America ignores them, then there’s no else that could pressure Israel into obeying the ruling.  A number of Israelis already believe international bodies are biased against Israel. Netanyahu will view defiance against the ICJ as a politically beneficial stance. He’ll denounce the ICJ publicly and continue the status quo in Gaza. 

The most you can expect are Israeli officials cooling their rhetoric against Palestinians. No more comparing Palestinians to animals, encouraging ethnic cleansing, invoking Amalek, etc.
>Netanyahu already went on record saying they would not be stopped by the Hague

And he's correct. The ICJ has no true compulsory jurisdiction and isn't some international Supreme Court that everyone seems to think it is.

The United Nations exists as a platform for great powers to negotiate disputes and prevent nuclear war. That's all it's really for, and that's a good thing.
People here are underestimating how important this just was. There's only a few states that can virtually ignore a ruling like this, Israel ain't one. The ruling of the ICJ that it is plausibly engaged in genocide is pretty devastating to legitimacy, which Israel does care about, considering how hard it fought BDS, and because it is based on Israel's own actions and statements of intent.

In previous cases in front of the ICJ (Myanmar/Ukraine) the EU and US constantly reiterated provisional measures are binding and must be fully implemented. It's really going to look like something out of a sitcom if the US tries to block this.

Not calling for a ceasefire is irrelevant. Effectively without stopping the current Israeli military offensive, Israel would be in breach of the ICJ.
[removed]
What does this mean for the UNRWA going forward? If they have been completely infiltrated by Islamists, Israel will not want to see them just continue on as normal post war. At the very least, they will want to see anyone known to have participated in the massacre put on trial and jailed, and they might want the UNRWA fully out of Gaza and replaced with a less Hamas friendly organization.
It's hard to say what makes a target "Russian".  Is the ship Russian built?  Russian crewed?  Russian flagged? Carrying cargo to or from Russia?  Cargo or ship of Russian origin port or final port?

Imagine a Japanese built ship with mostly American crew, Norwegian flagged, sailing out of South Africa, operated by a multinational headquartered in Hong Kong, with cargo that includes oil pumped from Russian territory, crossing into Russian territory but not to unload the Russian oil.

Did the Houthis just attack a Russian oil ship?
[removed]
[removed]
It's a bit generic and counterintuitive, but the best way I've found for separating fact from fiction is to stop trying so hard. Speculative, unsubstantiated, misleading and otherwise low-quality narratives thrive in the uncertain hours or days between something happening and someone figuring out what just happened. So the answer is to simply ignore all the wild claims. Check back a week or a month later, and chances are someone reputable has managed to get to some reasonable approximation of the truth on what (if anything) actually significant happened in that timespan. And as more information comes out and all the ridiculous nonsense is exposed as such, you're left with the much easier job of sorting through different spins on the same set of facts. 

To be blunt, I don't think breathlessly following events by the minute can ever help you. The only result seems to be more stress and more confusion over something which you ultimately have no real control. So step back and time do the hard work for you.
> and no lay of the land, overall just an attitude of just drown Ukraine in shows of force rather than actual competence

While the exact level of quality of Russian forces is controversial, it's unquestionable that their main advantage in this war is quantity.  If the Russians only had as much stuff as the Ukrainians, this war would be over already.  If the Russians only had **double** as much, this war would be over already.  If the Russians only had **triple**, the war will likely end in 2024.  That's just a factor of how much stuff we've already seen them lose/expend.  And that's just talking about land resources mostly, you also have to consider that Russia have a navy and airforce and Ukraine has no navy and barely any airforce.

Does that lower their credibility?  Not really, an army's credibility is their ability to actually achieve goals, so large armies of X quality are inherently more credible than smaller armies of X quality.

That gets to my point - we can rate Russia's army by actual objectives it can or can't do?

Conquer Ukraine?  Struggling.

Conquer part of Ukraine (the regions they annexed)?  Struggling.

Conquer part of part of Ukraine (the Donbas)?  In progress, but certainly unclear if and when they'll get there.

Defend against Ukrainian offensives?  Pretty decent, given the right conditions.

The next step would be comparing these actual results to theoretical results.  Which is why we're constantly comparing Ukraine's army to various NATO armies.  Certainly, any armies that are numerically superior to Ukraine could give Russia a bad time on the defensive.
It depends on what you mean. Are they a direct threat to Western Europe the same way the Soviet Union was? No. Is it still a potent state controlled by bad actors? Absolutely, and for that reason they’re still dangerous.  Regarding military hardware specifically, the Soviet Union was arguably falling behind by the end of the 80s, and the economic stagnation faced by post Soviet Russia made the situation worse. Most modern Russian equipment is just upgraded systems they already had. You see weapons systems like the T14 and the Su57 used as propaganda tools but they’re  limited in production. 
It might be hard to tell until the 2024 elections are over. Russia mostly shut down their warbloggers which were feeding a lot of the negativity. So that absence has given the impression of much more Russian competence. 

Further we can recall how Russia held an untenable position in Kherson until the 2022 congressional elections were done. 

Russia seems to have ramped up their production and found a sustainable footing. But that could merely be a posture while waiting for American elections to hopefully give a good good result for the Russians. 

It is rather difficult to get a good sense how much current Russian output is based on stockpiles vs ongoing production and further whether existing production and casualties are sustainable. 
Russia has performed catastrophically relative to its posturing, Western expectations, and Russian expectations before the war. Russia has sustained in excess of 300,000 casualties for what was supposed to be a "3 day operation" (realistically, several weeks). It has underperformed at every level imaginable. Against what was supposed to be a far inferior force. Ukraine is not a regional power, and has managed to stop Russia's invasion with relatively limited Western equipment (crucially with no air power).

I think that the descriptions of how poorly Russia has performed are fairly accurate. What nobody anticipated is Russia's callous disregard for Russian life, and Putin's willingness to burn everything. The amount of 'everything' (meat, and materiel) was also not quite comprehended. The last time Europe witnessed so much bloodshed, and destruction was WWII. I think there was an assumption that it couldn't possibly get that bad again.

Another way to look at how poorly Russia has performed relative to its reputed strength is to remember that Russia was reputed to be a near peer to the U.S. (at least in a war in the European theater). I can't imagine any scenario where Russia's military would pose any more of a meaningful adversary to the U.S. military than Saddam Hussein's military, anywhere in the world.

Putin is willing to burn a lot more than anyone imagined, and Russian society is a lot more brainwashed than anyone thought possible.
I feel like the pre-war assessment of an easy Russian victory was hinged upon the VKS being able to achieve air superiority and make the difference in what would otherwise be a grindy conflict against a numerous, well-motivated, and a fairly well equipped adversary on neutral ground. 

We've quickly seen they lack the modern weapons and training which are required to conduct an effective SEAD campaign, and various factors allowed Ukraine to avoid the early annihilation of their air, and anti-air assets.

What we're left with is a modern land war between near-peer militaries, wherein the offensive is a catastrophically bloody affair. All things considered, I think Russia's military leadership on all levels has been the primary issue for them. Additionally, their pre-war objectives were quite maximalist and built on delusional optimism.

That said, if you allow counterfactuals, I'm not sure there are many militaries on the planet that could have accomplished Russia's lofty pre-war objectives. Probably only the US and perhaps China.
>Russia's military hasn't collapsed, they've taken and held territory -- less than they wanted, but Ukraine can't budge them out of it. 

This is classical reframing of a situation from a biased retrospective lens. Russia went into this war with its own and the world’s expectation that it would crush Ukraine within weeks, install a puppet government and subjugate its population forever. Instead we have reached the point where pro Russians will take a stagnant line as a win even as their own leader keeps telling them that Russia needs to capture the rest of the annexed territories. In a way that’s acceptable, I suppose, if you started following the war in 2023.


>Casualties on both sides are within the same order of magnitude.

Russia’s casualties are 50% higher than Ukraines despite possessing every material advantage, sometimes at an order of magnitudes. . 


>Russia's economy has shifted toward other customers and more or less stabilized that way.

No it has just become a war economy. 

>what are some things to look for and to avoid?

False framing of narratives, like you complain about, would be a good place to start.
It seems to me the risk of either conflict expanding is extremely small. Both the Russians and western powers have demonstrated no interest in expanding the conflict. NATO nations have even imposed significant handicaps onto Ukrainian capabilities in order to avoid risk of that war expanding. Also neither side directly benefits from a wider war so short of some catastrophic accident coupled with a cascade of strategic level miscalculations there is little risk in that regard. The war in Ukraine only slightly increases the risk of such an incident over a high tension time of piece. As for the situation in the Middle East, the Syrian civil war is not at risk of expanding. All the current combatants have more or less exhausted themselves after roughly a decade of warfare. The biggest risk to the Turks is that some terrorist attack may draw them further into anti Kurdish actions and an occupation of further territory. But that simply means the low level anti insurgency ops become slightly expanded. As for the risk of a larger regional conflict due to the current isreal Palestine war it too seems minor as no regional powers benefit. If the Iranians wanted to start a fight they would have done so by now. Iran seems content to keep Hezbollah intact and as a force in being instead of risking such a force for likely marginal gains against Israel. And no other regional powers seem willing to take any actions that may destabilize their regimes. The Houthis are the one exception to this rule but they do not possess the capability to expand their conflict or even win the current civil war. The risk of them conducting any sort of action that drags Turkey into a war seems very slim.
By early February the Verkhovna Rada is supposed to vote on the mobilization law and renewal of martial law. As far as I read from some Ukrainian online articles, exemptions for students, caregivers, parents of 3+ children, etc. will be maintained. I take this with a grain of salt though, as these are analyses of the provisional version of the law, which may perhaps change before the final vote. It seems that the disabled in the lower category (the third one) will continue to be exempt and members of the Ministry of the Interior and therefore law enforcement (police officers, employees of the State Emergency Service, etc.) will not be mobilized (unlike what was rumoured), while there was talk of mobilization of those employed in the Ministry of Defense (I imagine the civilian workers?). The law allowing the mobilization of 25/26-year-olds had already been passed but lacks Zelensky's signature, which may come. In general in Ukraine there are still people who have never been called up and there are still many active exemptions, which as we see are being removed very slowly, if at all. Possibly, if there are further problems with recruiting, some categories currently exempted might be called in the future. The registry of mobilizable people will be organized electronically and there will be serious penalties for ignoring the summon (jail, seizure of property and driver's license). According to the military observer Kovalenko, Ukraine could have the capacity to mobilize between 40 and 50 thousand people per month. Of course, that is a very large number, but there is still a large pool of uncalled men. At the moment the priorities in Ukraine is to make this vast mass of people, the vast majority of whom continue to live the same life as always, understand that the war is also about them and is still an existential one, and at the same time some soldiers and officers themselves criticize the excessive methods employed by some territorial recruiting centers and say that the best way to get soldiers is by motivating people, providing good training and equipment, removing incompetent officers, always putting soldiers' lives first, avoiding "meat assaults", etc. All of these things are indeed commendable.

Earlier I listened to an interview with Lieutenant Colonel Mykhailo Nikolov from the 68th Jager Brigade. He says that in his opinion there is a need for a "total" mobilization of both men and women from the age of 18, not for first line roles but still for support roles in the rear, logistics, defense industries, reservists, etc. In broad strokes this coincides with the thinking of the Ukrainian General Staff - I had read that there are plans to replace the current (and usual) military service with 3 months of training for both males and females in the 18-25 age bracket. This does not mean that they will be sent to the front or anything, but it's also to raise awareness of the war in the younger segments of the population, and to have people already trained, whether in the future they decide to lower the mobilization age further (as several Ukrainian officers would like, arguing that 22-25 year olds are the best soldiers and shoud be called up). 



Another matter the Lt. Colonel raised concerns the use of convicts, which according to him represents one of the priorities at the moment. He said the UAF need to be tougher on this issue and not have issues with using convicts as stormtroopers or sappers for fortifications-building work or demining, on a voluntary basis. There have been cases of convicts being enlisted, but in general it's still rare as a thing. Many convicts are prohibited from enlisting in addition to being exempt from mobilization. Ukrainian Parliament Commissioner for Human Rights (Ombudsman) visited several penal colonies and testified that there are numerous cases of convicts asking to be enlisted to help their country. There are several issues, though. First, Zaluzhny is very much against it. Next, the number of Ukrainian inmates is much lower than Russia's. Last but not least, Ukraine lacks legislation both for the status of convicts once released from service (a special law needs to be made that would give them amnesty or something alike), and lacks (according to Lt. Colonel Nikolov too) military provisions that would allow for legal strict discipline against those convicts who disobey orders, run away, etc. At the moment, to my knowledge, the convicts fighting on the Ukrainian side are few and equated with regular soldiers, at most they are in the assault detachments of several units along with "refuseniks".
A decisive Ukrainian win on the battlefield seems increasingly unlikely. Even if they are somehow able to secure all Ukrainian territory that does not mean the Russians will end the war. The primary goal of the Ukrainians has always been to force the Russians to accept that the cost of continuing the war is greater than any potential gains. That being said Ukraine and the west transitioning to a more sustainable mode of warfare is a critical risk to Russia. They are running their economy with a large number of artificial props. Their oil revenues are decreasing due to the low global oil prices. And their military expenditures are ballooning, largely due to their recruitment strategy of offering generous financial incentives to perspective recruits. It remains to be seen how long Russia can maintain this current rate of expenditure. All of this means that Ukraine developing the ability to sustain this war with what was mentioned in that article means they may be able to achieve strategic victory without operational victories.
>How are they going to be transformed into attack-capable troops? The authors offer no explanation.

From the article:

>Third, working with Western countries, Ukraine can scale up and reform existing training programs, restoring combat effectiveness to its forces. This means expanding local training efforts, revising Western programs, combining training materials, and looking for ways to address the growing deficit of professional military education for officers and junior leaders. These programs need to include not just the tactical requirements of Ukraine’s combat operations, but also the ability to operate as units, and staff training for the brigades. Although Ukrainian servicemen and officers have significant combat experience, they often lack training in the fundamentals, which becomes a greater problem as they swiftly get promoted to replace combat losses. Increased horizontal connections between the Ukrainian and U.S. militaries at the brigade level and below would help ameliorate these issues as well. Company, battalion, and brigade commanders and their staffs cannot be properly trained in a short period of time, which further necessitates looking to 2025 for Ukraine’s next strategic offensive.

>As in most wars, the burden of this war falls heavily on the infantry. Infantry mans trenches in defense regardless of the weather, and they suffer the highest rate of attrition. Although ammunition and equipment were a constraint, Ukraine’s summer offensive culminated due to attrition among its infantry forces. This led to commanders forming assault groups piecemeal this fall from soldiers with different specialties, such as artillerymen, to continue offensive operations. A larger pool of trained infantry is critical to reduce the burden on the current force, some of whom have been fighting for nearly two years with minimal time away from the front. Without addressing these issues, problems with morale and exhaustion will grow over time, threatening any future offensives. Manpower management for both sides will be a key factor as the war stretches into 2025 and beyond.

...

>In addition to the need for more training for new units, instead of forming new brigades, it may be preferable to attach newly trained battalions and companies to existing brigades or battalions, respectively. That way, these units will benefit from an experienced commander, adjacent infantry units, and supporting capabilities such as artillery and engineers.
> offensive potential and score a victory in 2025 seems much more speculative

By 2025, Western 155mm artillery deliveries should adequately satisfy Ukraine's ammunition requirements

>How are they going to be transformed into attack-capable troops? 

Deploy them to artillery and drone units.

While more artillery and drones could provide Ukraine with an edge, I don't think they will be enough to overcome defensive positions.
[removed]
[removed]
Please don't make anxiety posts.
The article is written terribly, but I'm pretty sure they're referring to access of US military inventory. Many of big name items from the US have been drawn directly from the US military stockpiles. Lowered US readiness has been one of the items of contention and not at all helped by all the saber rattling around the world.
[removed]
You’re right that some of these numbers are very questionable. Though it may make more sense if we grant that “restore” may be doing a lot of heavy lifting and includes vehicles that are sent back to the factory for repairs and then get upgraded. 

Frankly, if we were to believe the Russian numbers with regards to equipment and manpower, their winter offensive looks a bit confusing. But there’s claims that they’re prepping for another, significantly larger assault on Avdiivka, so we will see what they can throw.

What’s your honest take on this, though? Truly. Let’s take a look at these claimed numbers and then a look at Russian battlefield actions and results. Let’s also remember that this will be the happy time for Russian industry as they work through their Soviet backlog. If Russia is capable of not only replacing their losses every year, but effectively double their strength, why such meager gains? 

It just doesn’t make a whole lot of sense to me, and makes me doubt the numbers. The Ukrainians were able to make more gains with less last summer and that offensive was an abject failure. While the Russians surely are producing a lot, these alleged numbers *should* have given them the mass to at least take Avdiivka. Even if it was under a sea of shells.
A comparison of naval assets in the Baltic is pretty irrelevant to the situation because geographically it's basically a lake. Its surface has complete coverage by ground-based radar and is within easy strike range of ground-based aircraft. Here is Russia's real problem: they have no counter to the F-35, and there are a lot of F-35s.

Also, boats cannot outrun aircraft, so "speed" of the Russian strike has nothing to do with anything. The best option for Russia if they truly thought they were going to war with NATO would be the drip their units out to the White Sea in advance of hostilities, but I don't think they have nearly enough dock space.
As far as I enjoy the break from doomposting, your last sentence captures the exact reason why people doom over possible conflict with Russia. That is- NATO not entering an open conflict. 

All of this is, of course, political fiction. In the scenario where Russia captures a small Estonian town- are we 100% certain NATO would anihilate those forces? Would it escalate? Additionally- if all-out combat broke out- are we absolutely sure all European armies would send all their troops to Poland, Romania and the Baltics? 

The issue is not the numbers, nor the quality or quantity of armies. It's the political will to manhandle the Russian bear into submission.
While I agree with all your points the general idea isn't that the conflict is going to start next week.

We're talking 8 to 10 years from now, which is absolutely enough time for Russia to recover and rebuild their forces since they have been transitioning into a war economy anyway. If European nations don't rebuild the stocks sent to Ukraine and overall increase the size of their armies we might be looking at another Ukraine down the line.

And there is never a guarantee of a unified NATO response by then, especially considering the worsening internal problems in the US. There is a low but real possibility that Europe is left to fend for itself. Even then; sure, the western countries would probably cover each other but do we really see all of Europe fighting for, say, Estonia or Latvia? Can the Baltic countries rely on the rest of the union against [salami tactics](https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o861Ka9TtT4)?
I just see a lot of conjectures and assumptions when there is very little evidence that supports any of it. The whole Ukrainian war has shown that precision weapons are great, but  equipment supply chains and quickly scalable production have been neglected in the US and Europe. A list of European military assets mean very little if they don't have the ability to rearm and refuel.

Again, all pointless hypotheticals because there won't be a war between Russia and Europe. With the way the Ukraine war is going, Putin will get his buffer states sooner or later.
You are assuming that russia would openly engage in the conflict right away. They practically always start something like LDPR before committing any forces. Hence, at first it might appear as a domestic issue.
> In short, a Russian victory relies solely on the Atlantic alliance not engaging in combat.

And was there ever a time in history when such an assumption was more realistic than it is now? It doesn't really matter how realistic a Russian victory is. What matters is how easy it is for the Russian gonvernment to convince themselves that they can win. The average Russian already believes that NATO will falter and ultimately surrender in an open conflict with Russia, and we've seen time and again that the Russian general populace and the ruling elite drink the same kool-aid.
European navy is nearly completely dependent on US support for ammunition and spare parts. Air force is not far off in most cases, and it's becoming even worse with the F-35 hysteria. In a situation where the US leader "struck a deal" with russia and refuse to support Europe, Europe is in a very bad spot.

It's almost not even a non-credible hot take at this point imo.
[removed]
War is not going to break out soon, anything youre reading is rapid speculation, if something big happens you'll get a push notification about it. If youre posting here and getting anxious about the news, this is a sign you need a social media cleanse. Take some time off and you'll realize that, unless youre living in Ukraine, things are not as bad as sometimes it can seem here. Anxiety posting is, as always, frowned on here.
Post it under the previous comment.
Love you too.

Major? No. They’ve retaken a few areas. Including one that is slipping my mind that was retaken with the aid of a warship. But there’s been no major reverses of Resistance gains.
That's true, but I'd still recommend reading the whole article. 

> Raddatz asked Brown about suggestions by critics that the Biden administration isn't being tough enough on these militants -- or on Iran, which the U.S. accuses of financing the attacks. Brown, who as chairman is President Joe Biden's top military adviser, responded: "I would also ask, what do they want? A broader conflict? Do you want us on a full-scale war?"

> Brown said the goal is deterrence, while protecting U.S. forces.

He certainly has a point when it comes to unintended consequences, but at the same time the US has conducted eight rounds of strikes now, yet the Houthis remain very much undeterred.
> What exactly does the list being valid show?

Well, it shows that the list (insofar as it's a list of people who **should've been** transferred) isn't made up.  To be fair, that was a consistent back and forth conversation on day 1 of the event.
[removed]
If POWs were on that plane, neither side really benefits, their best bet is to recoup points by blaming the other for the miscommunication.
Is it possible the plane was waiting? I don’t know what it’s called, but civilian planes sometimes do rounds before they are allowed to land or do whatever.      

Some more words for automod so it doesn’t cancel my comment
It's an important story for both russia and Ukraine. It could either be a very serious war crime or a very serious mistake. Because it doesn't seem to benefit anyone at this point I'm inclined to believe that there was a communication break down.  But whatever is the reason PoW shouldn't be dying. 

The only problem is the direction of the flight.
Because most of all, "reliable" Ukraine sources came right off the bat and said Ukraine downed the Russian plane and said it was carrying S300 monition. Then they backtracked when they realized it's likely POWs, and now the narrative being pushed instead is Russian AD.


Why this is important is that it is not the first time Ukraine is being caught in a flat out lie and yet the collective conscience of the west seems to ignore this. So if they're lying about this, what else is a lie? The kill-death ratio advantage they have? The overblown news of the bombing of civilians in a pizza place? The maternity wards? Even Kharkiv, even if people here are saying it's all propaganda, they were saying the pow story was propaganda too. So we are definitely not immune to propaganda in the west, and nor is this community as it seems to have eaten up Ukrainian nonsense in a few occasions. That's the significance of this even as far as this plane is concerned.
Erdogan's got more logical places to expand than Greece, let's be honest.

Anyway, the f-16s are old, there are plenty of other nations that could sell Turkey fighters of that calibre.  This way, we make money off of it (and have a foot in the door re: maintenance).
There is zero chance Turkey goes to war with Greece, vast majority of people want better relations and apart from the sea borders there aren't any real issues. Honestly, you wouldn't even know there was a war 100 years ago. The animosity just isn't there.

What's happening is it looks good to the older generations in Greece to paint Turkey is a boogeyman and Turkey the opposite when it's time for elections. Both of these countries are deeply patriotic so doing otherwise would raise questions.

I wouldn't lose sleep over a Turkish invasion of Europe, it's a fantasy only entertained by crazies in Turkey and in Europe. It's all theatrics playing on 200 years old fears to get votes.


Edit: And remember last time these countries went to war it was the Greeks who invaded, not the other way around.
I completely agree that Erdogan can't be trusted. Furthermore, it is my view that NATO should be an alliance of democracies, so if/when the last sliver of Turkish liberal democracy is killed off by Erdogan and his allies, Turkey should be kicked out of NATO. However, I guess in this case Turkey were promised the f-16s in exchange for admitting Sweden into the alliance, so the US really had no choice...
>The article doesn't seem to mention what type of equipment is concerned

It's mentioned in the second excerpt I highlighted. 

>Apparently they weren't subject to the export ban until this year.

Correct, they weren't. The article is about how the Dutch government allowed ASML to sell huge quantities of the equipment to Chinese companies right before the restrictions were put in effect. Sales in December 2023 (the month before the restrictions became active) were 1000% higher than the year before and totaled more than $1 billion. 

The whole point is that while the Dutch didn't break the letter of the agreement, they drastically undercut the effectiveness of the sanctions by allowing the Chinese to stockpile a huge quantity of the equipment right before the restrictions were enacted.
> I am glad to see the Germans finally taking this seriously, it only took two years to decide its time to build a new factory but better late than never.

Rheinmetall has already ramped up ammunition production considerably. From 80k rounds in 2022 to 700k rounds this year. There have also been plans for the expansion of ammunition factories in Germany. How far these have progressed at this point is not known. 

> I am curious to watch how quickly they will actually get this new factory up and running at full production speed

That is a good question. I don't know. It appears like things are moving relatively quickly. 

As an example, Denmark announced in October that they want to restart ammunition production at a location closed down in 2020. No timeline for when the first rounds will be delivered has been given. 

On the other hand, Rheinmetall set up a new production line for 35mm Gepard ammunition in a year.
It looks like you shared an AMP link. These should load faster, but AMP is controversial because of [concerns over privacy and the Open Web](https://www.reddit.com/r/AmputatorBot/comments/ehrq3z/why_did_i_build_amputatorbot).

Maybe check out **the canonical page** instead: **[https://www.stripes.com/theaters/us/2022-09-21/military-recruiting-problems-social-media-7422004.html](https://www.stripes.com/theaters/us/2022-09-21/military-recruiting-problems-social-media-7422004.html)**
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Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
> We all know these attacks will stop the moment there's a ceasefire in Gaza but Biden et al opted for escalation and now the situation much worse than before.

Show any evidence that the situation is worse than before and yeah, the US is responsible for this not the clowns that are firing ballistic missiles at civilian ships with international crews and dangerous cargo. Goddamn wtf is this forum devolving into?
>We all know these attacks will stop the moment there's a ceasefire in Gaza but Biden et al opted for escalation and now the situation much worse than before.

Do we? I didn't know that. What are you basing it on? The famously rational and reliable Houthis?
The attacks may stop if there's a ceasefire in Gaza but they also may not, I'm not sure where that certainty comes from, and it's not like these attacks are going to change Israel's mind regarding their war; they are being conducted because they strengthen the position of Houthis both domestically and in the region. There was no escalation, these people are lobbing ballistic missiles at random civilian vessels and they are still doing it today; there's also no evidence of the situation being worse than before, 90% of ships had already rerouted prior to the strikes.

The real problem with the airstrikes is probably that they further legitimize the Houthis in the eyes of many without deterring these attacks, although I guess leaving an armed group act in such a way with no response wasn't seen as much of an option. I feel like we will be hearing more and more about their antics in the next years though, especially as they continue to receive more advanced and longer ranged drones and missile systems from Iran.
Turkey played itself with the S-400 purchase.

They got booted out of the F-35 program over it, and they have nobody else to blame but themselves.
If Erdugan goes to war with Greece, he will be fighting much more than just the Greeks. It’s very hard to see the US sitting by as s NATO country is attacked, even  if it’s by another NATO country.
Is Scholz not trusting Ukraine to not use Taurus in Russian soil your assessment or did he state something implying that?

I’d be interested to know. They pulled off similar shenanigan before, which allowed Russia to fortify.      
He’s part of a really old SPD that has deep ties to Russia.     
Jan Marsalek is somewhere in Russia.      
It could mean nothing, maybe it’s just me being tin foil hatty and there are more pragmatic reasons, like not wanting to look weak.
IIRC Scalp/Storm Shadow has a basic timed fuze and the Taurus has a fancier cavity detecting fuze that is better suited for busting through the bridge deck and blowing up its supports.
A bag of salt is better. Regarding "data", I know at least what he doesn't have since no one has, and that is actual performance data in real world service. To my knowledge anyway Taurus has *never* been used in combat, hence zero experience. We do know how Storm Shadows perform, so much for comparisons. There's a certain risk involved, you're revealing something, especially when you can't be sure what it will be exactly, and then against a side that's probaly the most plausible, hypothetical future enemy. If there is one. I don't think it's outrageous to say that, with the notable exception of air defense assets, nothing we delivered quite lived up to expectations/hopes/promises; I just saw recent footage of UKR artillery action, looked like they're back to the roots so to speak, (forced) to use their good old stuff, but (just an example) no "famed" Panzerhaubitze 2000 again, nowhere in sight, do they even have any remaining? I know only old footage, really old. Last thing I heard is they wore out surprisingly fast, and that was months ago, meanwhile losses would surely pile up on top. It's also unclear how many missiles Germany even has available, let alone how many could be given away. It's by now slightly too obvious that is's supposed to look like the chancellor just "doesn't feel like it", I mean that wouldn't be too bad. He could change his mind any minute! But maybe it's oncy again only part of the truth.
According to some videos, some Russians are totally fine going to the front for the thrill of killing people. I don't know how many young men are in this state of mind but it's important to take this into account. Some of them are nearing psychopatic levels of speech.
>I doubt the Israelis don't have the capability to move the protesters away from the border crossing, but I don't think there is any political will there.

The families of abductees are basically sacred in Israeli society and the IDF manning the border crossing largely support them I would wager. Physically removing them is out of the question. They have attempted this previously and the government simply turned their cars around before they made it to the crossing, which is the more societally palatable way to manage the situation and how it is likely to managed if it continues.
What about the rule-based international order?

That has been a very high priority for the USA and the EU for decades, and particularly over the last two years. Isn't the ICJ (and its rulings) one of the pillars of that order?
Isn't another elephant in the room that ICJ was called to judge on a conflict where one side isn't an actor with the legitimacy of ICJ to judge on?

I could imagine every judgement on Israel, as long as the court can't treat Hamas and allies as the de-facto Gazan government and judge accordingly, cause perverse incentives: If Russia starts a genocide in Ukraine or let's DPR and LPR (or some totally-not-state-funded terrorist group) do the massacres, would the latter free Russia from potential judgment by ICJ? If yes, the court can't really handle geopolitical realities. How would NATO members interpret a ruling on Ukraine, if a Russian ally would then call on ICJ, because there are confirmed cases of Ukrainian misconduct and hate speech? Just my personal opinion, but I highly doubt most NATO members would adhere to such a ruling beyond some strong-worded letters
> Will America enforce the ICJ ruling on Israel?

Counterpoint, why wouldn't they?

Biden's stance from the very beginning has been "Israel can continue the war, but I insist on no war crimes, no insane statements, and full humanitarian aid"

Today, the ICJ said "Israel can continue the war, but I insist on no war crimes, no insane statements, and full humanitarian aid"

Admittedly I just got home but this just looks like Biden's rhetoric, now in a formal legal setting.
Almost any institution that cannot send armed men after you if you don't obey lacks enforcement powers, but this is more a struggle of international standing and being seen on "the right side of history" - where the lines are getting increasingly muddy for all involved.
Huh?

They didn't even advocate for a ceasefire, that thing that plenty of individual states (including western ones) have already done.

As for the specific measures the ICJ did endorse, these are measures that **Biden's already been advocating for for months**.

>There's only a few states that can virtually ignore a ruling like this, Israel ain't one.

I love how you just demonstrated you have no clue about the ICJ history.  The ICJ a few years ago in a similar provisional measure explicitly ordered Azerbaijan to stop its blockade of Nagorno-Karabakh.  They didn't, and nothing happened.
>The ruling of the ICJ that it is plausibly engaged in genocide is pretty devastating to legitimacy

That's not the takeaway I took from the ruling. It stops short of actually calling Israel's actions in Gaza "genocide" instead encouraging/demanding that Israel take steps to prevent genocidal actions and to punish those actively calling for genocide. 

That it doesn't call for an immediate ceasefire also suggests to me that they believe Israel has a right to take action in Gaza, the ruling is more just pressuring Israel to take greater steps to prevent harm to civilians.
> he ruling of the ICJ that it is plausibly engaged in genocide

Is that what they ruled or is this an interpretation? If they're plausibly engaged in it, why didn't they order a ceasefire?
What leads you to believe that the US and Europe will be consistent and, based on this ruling, change their stance on Israel? The western world strives to defend its international rules based order, but it has no problem acting acoording to realpolitical necessities.
The claims of genocide are a lot more than just an absurdly high number of civilian casualties.

The PA has recognized Israel's existence since 93. The PA has largely gone along with Israel's wants and needs these past couple decades and the thanks they get is more of the land stolen, so obviously people are going to turn to the only guy in the room offering to fight back, Hamas.

> I have yet to see an Israeli member of the federal government issue a similar type of statement.

I'm sorry, but you just haven't been paying attention. There has never been a time in recent history in which there has been more terrorism and genocide supporters in the Israeli leadership.
Blindly Partisan
One of Israels long term policy goal is for a long time the end of UNRWA.

>Israel will seek to stop the UN agency for Palestinian refugees from operating in Gaza after the war, Foreign Minister Israel Katz says, after UNRWA fired several staff members for their involvement in Hamas’s October 7 assault.  
>  
>“We have been warning for years: UNRWA perpetuates the refugee issue, obstructs peace, and serves as a civilian arm of Hamas in Gaza,” Katz writes in a rare public statement on Shabbat.

[https://www.timesofisrael.com/liveblog\_entry/israel-to-seek-to-stop-unrwa-activities-in-gaza-after-war-demands-steps-against-leadership/](https://www.timesofisrael.com/liveblog_entry/israel-to-seek-to-stop-unrwa-activities-in-gaza-after-war-demands-steps-against-leadership/)

UNRWA is basically unrecoverable anyway. The organization is largely staffed by local Palestinians which mean they will apply Palestinian ideology which can be seen in UNRWA schools where antisemitism is the primary ideology.

There's also the weird situation where UNRWA runs "refugee camps" in the middle of Gaza and the West Bank, territories under civil and (often even) security control by the Palestinians.

I personally don't think the Israelis will succeed. The world doesn't really care and busting a few UNRWA employees for participating in the October massacre will not really change the opinion of anybody. Sure they stop funding for a few weeks but you can already read their statement saying: "UNRWA is important for humanitarian supplies" while UNRWA trucks are regularly hijacked by Hamas.
It’d be a Norwegian ship. UNCLOS stipulates that there must be a ‘genuine link’ between the flag of the vessel and it’s crew/owner/trade/operator but the term genuine link is undefined, and taken to mean as little as having a brass plate in whatever country you’ve flagged the vessel in. It’s up to the administration of each flag state to outline the scope of what that genuine link is/means.

Thus, in this scenario it’d be a Norwegian tanker.
It's a Norwegian ship carrying Russian oil and/or naphta. It becomes a matter of pedantry since all of those things you said can be true, but the course was charted due to Russian economic interests.

Between the owner of the physical ship, the nationality of the crew, the ship insurance, and the owner of the cargo, it is complicated from a customs point of view. But Russia stands to gain the most from safe passage of this cargo.
I think we can be happy that noncombatant ship crews weren't harmed and there was commercial and/or environmental impact. 

I also think that most of the world powers, outside of Iran, are thoroughly irritated with the Houthis but no one particularly wants to commit ground forces.
>let them hit indian, russian and chinese ships

Absolutely insane take. You have no problem with an oil tanker getting hit in the red sea? Do you have any idea how much ecological damage that would cause, not to mention the possible deaths of random deckhands that are just there for a job?

EDIT: And as if on cue, one of the Houthis targets is on fire in the Gulf of Aden. Is it a problem now?
>i just dont understand this sentiment by ppl in the west

Not everyone harbors a fervent all-encompassing hatred. For example, a tanker flying any flag could be an ecological disaster if it were hit by an anti-ship missile. That seems like reason enough to be glad nothing was hit.
> i just dont understand this sentiment by ppl in the west. i dont know if it will bring an end to the houthi attacks but let them hit indian, russian and chinese ships. why are you happy with us spending our money to shoot down missiles fired by ppl trying to harm us against other ppl trying to harm us? 

I think what you're missing here is that, despite what some may say to the contrary, the West *does* want non-western countries to be successful. We *want* non-western countries engaging in global trade. We *want* their shipping to be safe as well. We don't want to play their game, we want them to play ours and that involves treating them relatively fairly even if our citizens feel like they don't "deserve" it. That's the entire reason we traded and invested in Russia and China so heavily, we wanted them to become rich, successful democracies.
The West holds itself up to a higher standard than the cynical zero-sum politics of Russia and China and Iran. Protecting shipping means protecting shipping; we aren't going to stand by and watch a ballistic missile kill a dozen or so sailors lawfully engaged in international trade in international waters because we don't like their flag. 

The US Navy is not going to be checking the registries of the ships the missiles are barreling towards at supersonic speeds before deciding to engage. Besides being a bad idea politically and ethically, its also very impractical.
we could come up with all kinds of crazy theories but why not just listen to what they said

&#x200B;

>The Houthis have said their attacks are in solidarity with the Palestinians as Israel bombards Gaza. The ships belonging to the US subsidiary of Danish shipping company Maersk were carrying US military supplies when they came under attack from three anti-ship missiles near the Bab el-Mandeb strait.
The other comment about religious zealotry is accurate but I think it goes beyond that. They have demonstrated they are in an ideal position to interrupt global trade, they have gone from a useful tool for the Iranians to threaten the Saudis to a potential threat to a big chunk of global shipping. If they are willing to work with the Chinese and Russians both of those nations will likely recognize that value. In short they have massively increased their global prestige and cemented their value as an ally to both regional and global powers.
It's similar to the North Korea strategy of making everyone aware you exist by firing missiles and being a nuisance. Maybe they figure they can extract concessions since no one wants to expend the resources to actually destroy them
The Houthi’s end goal is to get countries to pay a tax on safe passage through the Suez. It’s about money.
The Soviet Union was falling behind by the late 70s
>Ukraine is not a regional power, and has managed to stop Russia's invasion with relatively limited Western equipment (crucially with no air power).

It bears saying that Ukraine's military was the largest in Europe outside of Russia and perhaps Turkey, and had the most experience in actual combat, and had vastly more ammunition and hardware than any other European nation apart from Russia (despite most of that hardware being fairly outdated).

They had no air power, but they did have a shitton of artillery and homemade ATGMs.
I was honestly shocked by the performance of the Russian military at the very beginning of the war, I had assumed this would essentially be a Russian desert storm or at least end up like Georgia. If this was a fictional Tom Clancy novel everyone here would be panning it for not portraying the Russians as the successor of the Soviet Union. I was also shocked by how brainwashed Russian society is because it almost feels like a caricature of what cold war American's thought of Soviet society. Its even more morbid that literally thousands of Russians from the poorest regions, convicts and ethnic minorities are dying everyday while the Russian elite and middle class of Moscow and St Petersburg don't care and are carrying on with life because their lives aren't deemed important enough,  its just all so grotesque. If this was any Western country there would be mass protests already.

Every time I tried to apply nuance and objectivity to this war something absolutely insane happens that questions my idea and definition of what 'credible defense' is.
While I would like to thank everyone for their replies, I would like to address this one specifically. And not with hostility either, I think you have a great reply

I am well aware of the dangers of a Golden Mean Fallacy. That's specifically why I asked: before I assume anything in the middle, so to speak, I should check how accurate the middle is

Oh, and also

>No it has just become a war economy.

The way it was describe to me is, summarized, [switching its exports from Europe to India](https://youtu.be/0T7Itt9mqtA?si=2wTFFRShyud9ORHN&t=1190). Apologies if either my previous post or this source are inaccurate
>Russia’s casualties are 50% higher than Ukraines despite possessing every material advantage, sometimes at an order of magnitudes. . 

Speaking about manpower losses, Is there any real proof or even convincing argument to support that? The losses in officers on both sides collected from online obituaries remain practically at 1:1 (about 3,000 each).

Yes, the number of KIA infantry will deviate from that, but all the way to 1:1.5?
I agree, there is plenty of manpower, but somehow the system seems incapable of recruiting them. I also find it interesting that in most street-recruitment videos the locals side with the draft dodgers, not the recruiters.  I am starting to think that it might be indicative of a deeper structural problem - lack of trust in institutions, which are perceived as malign and corrupt.
>  Even if they are somehow able to secure all Ukrainian territory that does not mean the Russians will end the war.

Sure, but that circumstance would suggest at some point that Ukraine secured an overwhelming military advantage (much higher than they've had at any point in the war thus far).
That is very true. The Ukrainian hope is in outlasting the Russian resolve, and fighting "economically" is a key part of that. Considering the massive negative consequences of failed offensives, it would probably be smart for Ukraine to aim for what you call strategic victory without operational victories.
> Even if they are somehow able to secure all Ukrainian territory that does not mean the Russians will end the war.

If Ukraine retook Crimea, it would also mean the mean the end of the war simply because it necessarily implies a complete meltdown of the Russian military.  They'd never just *let* Ukraine in there if they had the slightest reserves left to stop it.

Also, Putin's head would explode from sheer indignation.
That's addressing the lack of training, not the lack of morale, motivation and overall quality.

It's the same nuance I warned about last year with a RUSI report - the fact that Russian troops were badly trained and tactically incompetent did not mean that they were not motivated, and fighting hard.

There is a lot of difference between the lack of training and the lack of motivation.
>By 2025, Western 155mm artillery deliveries should adequately satisfy Ukraine's ammunition requirements

Can we even make this statement with confidence anymore with the climate of american politics?

Obviously there still is **a** chance for the border deal, Biden being reelected *and* democrats winning the house but it feels like there is at least an equally high chance of those things not happening which in turn would cut out the american shells? (So we would be back to not getting an adequate number of shells? Or NATO members having to ringtausch ammunition or sth?)
>By 2025, Western 155mm artillery deliveries should adequately satisfy Ukraine's ammunition requirements

And what then? They may match the Russian artillery expenditure in 2025, but even with artillery advantage in the summer of 2023 the Ukrainians barely dented the Russian defensive lines. Russia did not even deploy its strategic reserves to stop the offensive.

What Ukraine needs in order to have a hope of breaking through in 2025 is both manpower and equipment. For the first they need to mobilise 400k-500k. The quality of troops will not be stellar but beggars can't be choosers.

As for the equipment, the West would simply have to send 2-3 more times than in 2023, to match the Russian doubled military budget. That is certainly possible, but I see no political or public will in the West to make the necessary sacrifices.
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Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
>What’s your honest take on this, though? Truly. 

I honestly have no idea about most of those. Is it 2,000 guns or 4,000 guns - who knows. About tanks/IFVs there is some agreement between Western and Russian sources about a figure of roughly 1,500 tanks in 2023. If we accept that 2,500 IFVs and APCs does not sound crazy.

As for the rest, 100+ TOS sounds too high. About SAMs sounds plausible - in this area they preserved most of the Soviet production capacity.

I think we are just looking at the wrong numbers. The Russian (and Ukrainian) offensive and, particularly, defensive capacity is not going to be measured in tanks and IFVs but in drones available, FPVs, Lancets and artillery shells. Not surprisingly, the Deputy Defence Minister is still thinking in terms of tanks and guns. Probably didn't even think drones important enough to include in the list.

What I am trying to say is that a Ukrainian brigade with 3 tanks and a full complement of artillery and drones has practically the same defensive firepower as a brigade with 30 tanks and a full complement of artillery and drones.

The Russians tried to overwhelm a mass-FPV defence with a full saturation of a small battlefield with hundreds of armoured vehicles in the early days of Avdiivka and it didn't work. I don't think it would have worked for Ukrainians either - I disagree with those who say that their failure during the southern counteroffensive was that they haven't concentrated enough armour. I think they would have just had even heavier losses.

I think the Russians will in the end take Avdiivka, but not with 30 or 300 tanks, but with masses of infantry, supported by heavy artillery fire and, above all, short- and long-range drones. They will advance a few hundred meters per day, so APCs and IFVs will be almost irrelevant - you don't need armoured carriers for those distances.

All in all, we haven't seen the truly important numbers - the artillery shell production, the December mobilisation numbers, AT and anti-personnel mine reserves, FPV production and, perhaps of crucial importance, the production of longer-range drones for targets deeper than 10km. Also UMPK glide bomb kits, almost forgot those.

If the Russians can mobilise and produce enough of those they will win, with or without 1,500 new tanks. But whoever wins it's not going to be an elegant war of breakthroughs and maneuvers. It's going to be total saturation with cheap weapon systems that will produce massive attrition on both sides until one breaks.
A comparison of naval assets makes sens for Air defense and naval blockade, if the Russians could, somehow, keep their ships they could intercept way more Aircraft than they could solely with their Ground based AA.  


Also, if the Russians manage to cut the Gap their ships would be useful to block sea going supplies
I'm pretty pessimist about our willingness to fight for Estonia or Latvia in a salami slicing situation. Basically all the calculation about nuclear risks would be exactly the same.
Too add on that- Russian army is adapting and gaining precious experience in peer-to-peer conventional warfare, something the West does not have luxury of.
War economy isn't a magic auto win button, and sustaining 10 years on war economy isn't something that anyone fancies on doing, already now there are apparent problems for Russia.  


Europe has enough forces to fend off the Russians by themselves, the Americans would be more than happy to sell weapons  to the paying Europeans, and again in 8-10 years the EU forces are going to rebuild that is a process that has already started.  


As for the East west Europe divide, you are overplaying it
And i was here thinking that Russia had lost half the territory they occupied in Ukraine in march 2022, but apparently they regained them and they are making huge territorial gains.  


The Ukranian war has shown us that an half baked attempt at arming Ukraine has stopped the Russian armed forces in their tracks, but somehow the conviction still is that the Russians can take Europe by storm
Russia had to send in their forces to make the LDPR not fall the first few Months of the "Rebellion", the assumption that you make is that something like that would work, despite the fact that it barely did in Ukraine, a nation which was on quite good terms with russia before 2014.
>And was there ever a time in history when such an assumption was more realistic than it is now?

Never, but thats like saying that being hit by a lightning is more realistic than being eaten by a shark, while going for a walk in a sunny day.  


Russia may say that they don't fear NATO, but they do, they are scared, they know they can't rely on NATO not fighting, look at all the Red lines that we crossed without any repercussion.
So you tell me that the US not only is going to not adhere to a treaty they signed, but they are also going to refuse money for the MIC, and do think the US president that does that is going to get killed by poison or by bullets?
The USA is not needed to fight Russia, Russia is not the URSS.  


Death fetishism or not you can't run a country without young people, and russia is running out of those pretty quickly
I’m going to be honest, the Houthis are increasingly looking like a modern day Barbary State. And those were only stopped through negotiating from a position of strength and not pulling punches.
According to Ukrainians apparently there were multiple lists. In the end russians picked one and Ukrainians confirmed it. But lists with fake names were also published.
The list being real removes probably the weakest line of attack on the story. It doesn't validate the story itself.
[removed]
That's likely what they are referring to because they also specified identifiable marks.
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Planes enter holding patterns mostly for congestion air traffic reasons. I don’t know of any weather issues that day, it had snowed earlier but that’s not a problem. This was also a military plane landing on a military airbase. You can’t rule it out but it’s unlikely.
Of course it is possible, doing circles or half circles on approach to an airstrip is very common.

This must be like the fifth deflection we've heard so far... the plane was full of S-300s, senior Russian officials were reported to be onboard, why are there no bodies, the plane came from Iran, it flew in the wrong direction. And then somebody will in all seriousness talk about the exclusively Russian tactics of "firehose of lies".

It's war. Lies are its second most plentiful product.
> It could either be a very serious war crime

How? War crimes require intent. Are you suggesting that Ukraine *knowingly* shot down a plane full of their own POWs? That's absurd.
After the thousands of asinine conspiracies they spread about mh17, no one should ever take any of their follow up claims seriously. Remember what they said about Moskva? It just caught fire, with only one person conveniently missing…it happened again with the novocherkassk too.
I get that as a pro-ruskie you would like that to be the explanation, but that can't be it. Ukrainian sources have been caught lying multiple times before and none of those stories were as dragged out and followed as this one, especially not by Russia.
It’s important to keep Turkey happy. As you said it’s not game changing.       

I am happy the US didn’t budge selling the F-35, the risk of Russia spying through support crews or systems for the S-400 system seems to be a real concern
> Erdogan's got more logical places to expand than Greece, let's be honest.

I suspect it is not a good time to be a Kurd, unless they happen upon a source of Stingers.
Agreed there is no chance for a war, as long as the US is there. Say the US would completely withdraw and stop selling arms to both nations, thus losing its lever, I wouldn’t be so sure.       
But that’s very unlikely to happen. Turkey is too important for the middle eastern operations of the US and both are very good customers.       

But to me it seems like there is more to it than just old people being riled up and nationalist, tho that’s a factor too, like everywhere.     
Not being a huge fan of Erdogan illiberal politics, being a fan of anything Greek personally, I can’t act like it isn’t weird how Greek islands are right in front of the Turkish coast. That’s probably a lot of money and economic growth Turkey is leaving on the table, based on a war that is long in the past.     
Probably no easy solution, probably not the right way they handle it, but the fact that Turkey isn’t happy with what they god dealt is understandable.       
Hopefully we’ll be able to solve this by further integration ala Germany/France or whatever
NATO has never been an alliance of democracies. Greece in the past and Türkiye™️ today are good examples.     
It’s a defensive alliance against Russian aggression and Turkey has been vital in that regard.     
It’s not a great look, but strategically it was the right decision I guess
The ramp up between 2022 and now needs to be differentiated, though. Rheinmetall has bought existing capacity, like Expal in Spain, and expanded facilities in Australia, like NIOA. This can be credited to the "Germans" in the sense that it's a company of German origin, but not to the "Germans" as in the German government. The government also contributed by offering contracts, but this was definitely a slower process compared to the expansion of Rheinmetall directly.
The US is the main culprit. Why do you think it isn't? The Houthi attacks are direct consequence of the Gaza war which is joint US-Israel war on  Palestinians. After Hamas' brutal attacks on Oct 7, Israel went from having perfectly justifiable and understandable right to bring Hamas criminals to justice to undertaking one of the most barbaric military operations in modern in history. Instead of restraining the Israelis the US fully backed the Israeli's criminal war in Gaza. 

And yes the situation is much worse now because of the massive disruption to global trade which can be stopped by simply getting ceasefire in Gaza. The US continues to refuse ceasefire in Gaza and instead launched misguided bombing campaign of Yemen.
The Houthis said their attacks are because of Gaza and if the war ends and Israel lets aid enter Gaza they would stop their attacks. There's no good reason or evidence to not believe them. When there was a week long ceasefire at the end of November the Houthi attacks stopped completely.
They clearly weren't overwhelmed with volunteers - they had to clear out the prisons, supplement the regulars with mobiks, and rely on PMCs. They are still understaffed and you still routinely see videos of tank and APC losses where they were doing things light infantry should be doing.
It's going to be sorely tested for sure, and if it's found wanting in the end then any other state actor in the future can justly call us (the West) out for "rules for thee but not for me".   
  
I think the fact that the presiding judge is an American carries significant weight here as well, as the US is famously disinterested with the Hague as a matter of policy.
To a point, which is why the EU has endorsed the decision immediately:

https://www.timesofisrael.com/eu-urges-implementation-of-icj-ruling-s-africa-hamas-turkey-welcome-decision/

I suspect Biden's not far behind, especially since a lot of the demands the court has made has been things that he (at least rhetorically) has already demanded.  But admittedly, this is a developing situation and maybe I misread his intentions.
>Isn't the ICJ (and its rulings) one of the pillars of that order?

The international order is maintained through diplomatic, economic and military pressure, not seventeen judges asking politely. The ICJ is one of the things held up by the pillars of the international order. It can't stand on its own, and it certainly can't support anything else. 

The ICJ has its roll to play, but South Africa's case here is going wildly beyond what the ICJ is capable of or empowered to do by its members.
No. The actual ruling authority of the UN is, and has always been the security council. Ignoring the security council is a big no-no, but the ICJ is simply not the right body to actually lay down the law.
You are correct that the ICJ’s ruling aligned with Biden’s messaging. Even if you just got home, I agree with your reasoning. But I’m still doubtful if the Biden will actually enforce it. 

We’ll need to define what enforce means. Do tough statements count as enforcements or is it only enforcement if meaningful actions are taken? This is an election year for Biden, will he decide taking a hard stance against Israel on anything is damaging to his campaign?

Netanyahu has already defied Biden once by publicly denouncing the Two-State solution and declaring Israel will have security control of the entire region. As far as we can tell, Biden backed off. If Israeli officials like Ben Gvir decide to run their mouths again or if Netanyahu limits aid into Gaza in order to weaken Hamas, how much pressure would Biden place on them? If the extent of Biden’s response are tough statements and finger-wagging, is America really enforcing the ICJ ruling?
Israel's international standing is determined by its relationship with the US, EU, and the Arab countries it intends to normalize with. Normalization with Saudi Arabia still appears to be happening, and ties to the US/EU are positive.

The ICJ in this case is a minor battleground for PR. Pro-Palestine people will try to push it their way, pro-Israel the other. Whoever wins in the end will gloat, and the media will move on to the next thing in about 48 hours.

No country is waiting on the ICJ to change their policy towards Israel, and I highly doubt many people are waiting on them to change their views on Israel either.
You have it completely backwards. 

The case boils down to a single issue: whether the ICJ determines that South Africa has presented a plausible accusation that Israel is committing genocide, On this main point the Court’s verdict was unambiguous: the arguments presented by South Africa before the ICJ earlier this month were sufficiently compelling, and Israel’s rebuttal and denials unconvincing. 

Neither Hamas or any Palestinian force in Gaza, were parties to the case, so a ‘ceasefire’ could never have been in the ruling. ICJ clearly said Palestinians are protected group under Genocide Convention and Israel should immediately stop killing or harming Palestinians. They didn't use the term ceasefire but the intent is the same.
The ICJ can't order such a thing. The ICJ's rulings are not even binding in theory unless if the states involved previously agreed on a case-by-case basis to obey the order. Israel never agreed to such a thing on this case, so the even from day one of the trial, the options of the ICJ was limited to writing a possibly strongly worded letter to someone.
... it's not a rules-based order if you don't care about the rules when it's convenient for you.
The ramifications are in other countries watching that ridiculous phrase lose all its substance day after day.
There is no realpolitik of any kind involved here. One of the biggest roots of the steady down spiral of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is that Israel openly flouts even the most basic of US policy positions. It's devolved to the point where the Biden White House is regularly is condemned publicly and collectively by members of its own staff.
Do you have a source where the federal Israeli government has called for the elimination of Palestine as a concept/sovereign entity and the eradication of its people?
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[removed]
No offense, but this sounds like a laughably naïve take when the very same megathread is [also talking](https://www.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/1abhsmb/credibledefense_daily_megathread_january_26_2024/kjo2xnw/) about the US making a secret deal with the Netherlands to exclude China. And when said deal failed, resorting to unilateral sanctions instead. Likewise, the idea that trading and investing in other nations was done out of some sort of altruism instead of the simple desire to make money.
What's also impractical is the US trying to maintain a global security umbrella while simultaneously contending with a peer power of equal economic size that can focus almost all of its military strength off its coastline. Those standards won't mean squat if the US loses a war against China and its global order falls apart as a result.
>If they are willing to work with the Chinese and Russians both of those nations will likely recognize that value.

China will recognize the value of destabilizing the global economy upon which it is dependent?
Have the Houthis done or said anything to this affect? As far as I know, they've been consistently hammering on the point, from the beginning, that this their attempt at a blockade is their way of supporting Palestine.
To be fair their military was in an absolutely abysmal state back in 2014 when Russia initially kicked this conflict off. Ukraine then spent 8 years rapidly trying to rebuild their military to scare off Russia from any larger conflicts. Obviously that didn't work but those 8 years were critical to keeping Ukraine in this fight. Had Russia invaded in 2014 I don't think Ukraine would have been able to stop them.
> Its even more morbid that literally thousands of Russians from the poorest regions, convicts and ethnic minorities are dying everyday while the Russian elite and middle class of Moscow and St Petersburg don't care and are carrying on with life because their lives aren't deemed important enough

That's not entirely how it works. 

The Russian middle class for the most part doesn't care about anyone participating in the war, because they consider participation in the war in largely voluntary. To them, if someone decides to murder people in an offensive war in another country, in exchange for release on parole, a $2000 salary, or for ideological reasons, then their lives are, indeed, not important. People who returned from the war are often treated with disdain. 

Criminals could just stay in prison, volunteers could have not volunteered, and while there was a mobilization that you couldn't legally refuse, draft dodging has always been Russia's national sport. Hundreds of thousands straight up left the country to avoid mobilization. Moscow's middle class just booked plane tickets to places like Serbia, while many others crossed land borders to neighboring countries like Kazakhstan and Georgia. And even if you don't have resources to leave, you could still make yourself too much of a pain in the ass for draft officers to bother pursuing, through obvious methods like living somewhere other than your registered address. 

There are obviously some people who were sent to war entirely against their will, like in the instances of raids on immigrants who recently acquired Russian citizenship, but for majority of Russian soldiers, some degree of cooperation was required, even if it was just a reluctant "guess I'll go".
>that literally thousands of Russians from the poorest regions, convicts and ethnic minorities are dying everyday

To be clear, we're talking at least 1.4 million Russian war dead by now, in your mind?
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Battle of Krynky 42 UA losses versus 182 RU losses:

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/15B71fIQbY5jiLAFDl1bFROhJsjYjzBNdJJxmkciBmkg/edit#gid=1653296218

Battle of Adiivka, 43 UA losses versus 531 Russian losses:

https://twitter.com/catrindora/status/1749478575885934881

We can go on...

I think it's much more likely that Russians are less likely to publish obituaries. In Russia this is a voluntary war. It's not touching the core urban areas. More-so it's convicts and poor rural areas that are supplying grist for the grinder. These people are less likely to have a family member buy an obit, either due to lack of money, lack of want, or lack of opportunity.

In contrast in Ukraine the dead are lionized in a way that's much less popular in Russia, and it's affecting all parts of Ukrainian society.
> lack of trust in institutions, which are perceived as malign and corrupt.

There could be instances of this, but I wouldn't pay a lot of attention to such videos, we are talking about limited cases anyway. Also they are concentrated to a good extent in Odesa, where the head of the territorial recruiting center (the former commander of the 14th Mechanized Brigade, removed from command for ordering a costly assault without artillery support, and who replaced the previous chief of the Odesa TRC who was corrupt and had bought property worth millions in Spain) is very tough and orders harsh methods to his recruiters. Also it is probably the area under Ukrainian control with the relatively highest pro-Russian tendencies, particularly in the elders.
Competent training generates morale, motivation, and quality. That's been the foundation of every draft army in history. If those Russian mobiki had no shortage of motivation despite the fact that they were plucked off the streets and thrust into battle, there's no reason to assume Ukrainian mobiki won't be the same, only with the addition of quality training and thoughtful application.
[removed]
Quality is based on training. Morale - - as many others have pointed out, if some people weren’t sharing mistranslated posts of Ukrainians “giving up” because of bad morale since day one of the invasion maybe people would listen to the disinformation campaign more. Morale ebbs and flows and it can be great in one infantry unit and terrible in another. Across the board tho the Ukrainians have consistently had higher morale than the Russians. anyone can argue the opposite until the cows come home but it won’t make it any more true.
First off it is not just American production. The Europeans have heavily invested into shell production as well and we should see this begin to pay off next year. Secondly American politics are fickle. At the moment a relatively small group  of hardliners in the Republican Party has an outsized level of influence due to the slim republican majority. We’re they to win a wider majority in the house but not gain the White House that would mean this power is no longer there and the vast majority of the republicans who do support further aid would be able to move forward without having to cater to a group of radicals.
I can be wrong.

I think this is just political posturing. Democrats have pulled similar stunts in the past. Inflation reduction act and Build back better plan. Senator Manchin theatrics were....

A substantial portion of the Republican Party stands firmly behind Ukraine. A mere 10 Republican votes in favor of Democratic initiatives would seal the deal.
>They may match the Russian artillery expenditure in 2025, but even with artillery advantage in the summer of 2023 the Ukrainians barely dented the Russian defensive lines.

The Ukrainians have never had an artillery advantage over Russia in this war, they had *localized* advantages during the counteroffensive. Advantages that Kofman repeatedly referred to as "not decisive" during the offensive. Russia is currently firing as much as 4-5 times more rounds than Ukraine across the entire country. That *should* be a decisive advantage, except Russian artillery remains much less accurate (and accordingly much less effective) and still isn't being properly concentrated to achieve breakthroughs. 

As to your other points, Ukraine does need a huge surge in new recruits and an improved training pipeline for these men, they need a significant infusion of new equipment (highly skeptical about the figures you provided though), and they need to improve their ability to coordinate attacks with units larger than companies. If they can do this, and get access to far more ammunition, they can absolutely make some battlefield advances. 

That being said, I'm skeptical they could possibly be provided with enough to actually win the war next year. I think this war will only end when Russia becomes too exhausted and its people to frustrated to continue, and that's not going to happen anytime soon.
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> I think the Russians will in the end take Avdiivka, but not with 30 or 300 tanks, but with masses of infantry, supported by heavy artillery fire and, above all, short- and long-range drones. They will advance a few hundred meters per day, so APCs and IFVs will be almost irrelevant - you don't need armoured carriers for those distances.

For now, the Russians disagree.  Unlike predictions after the first few mass casualty events, the Russians never transferred from mechanized assaults completely.

https://nitter.net/pic/orig/media%2FGEzvPdgWMAAp6cy.png

And that's before we look at Terny, which still looks like what early Avdiivka looked like.

And frankly, I agree with the Russians.  Armored vehicles aren't optional for most assaults.  It's not difficult to see why - while armored vehicles are vulnerable in this environment, unsupported infantry are even more vulnerable.  

And for now, armored vehicles are still survivable enough to accomplish missions, as I mentioned a few months ago:

https://www.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/18put19/credibledefense_daily_megathread_december_24_2023/keufon6/ 

There are exceptions, mainly dense urban landscapes where it's **possible** to advance 50 m at a time with infantry and you're guaranteed to find cover.

In mixed or open terrain, the "just only use infantry" school of warfare will have to also invent instant infantry entrenching tools.  Especially since now there's plenty of fpvs to go around to attack infantry with.
I disagree, attacking without armour is an invitation to disaster, if after your extensive artillery and fpv preparation preparation a single machine gun position is standing, your infantry assault gets completely stuck in its tracks and it remains exposed to the enemy artillery and FPV, also FPV drones are much more effective against infantry rather than IFV and MBT, and thus they will cause much more damage.

Also a MBT offers immediate direct artillery support where an artillery piece needs to be called in, and it's way less precise.

While it's been a while we should not forget that the russian Donbass offensive of 2022 got stopped by a single digit number of GMLRS launchers, and the russian artillery fires numbers never recovered from the adaptation that was required once the system got into Ukraine.
Well, to ease off a bit on the pessimism- thats why we have NATO troops stationed in the Baltic, so that the Russians would have to actively engage NATO troops, I imagine that would boleter the will. 

Alas, its all fiction, credibility cant be assured so Im not sure if its a correct place to discuss.
I wouldn't be so sure that Russia is gaining Peer on Peer warfare experience that it can use against NATO, for once Ukraine barely has an airforce, as for the importance of small drones, yes they are learing but NATO also is gaining experience via Ukraine.  


I wouldn't be so sure that NATO is going to be so passive, consider what efforts went into arming ukraine a non-member, why are we so sure that we are going to let the invasion of the baltics happen?
I do have to admire the level of positive visualization to look at Russia still trying to take Avdiivka (1 km from the prewar border) 2 years into the war and then say "sooner or later Russia will have its buffer states".
I think that is fearmongering and doomposting for the CPR that half of the european country REALLY needs.
Baltics are tiny is the thing. In the time frame of 3 months where we (US/western intelligence) see the staging of troops equipment etc, and the president and governors are wondering how to phrase Ww3 to a 1st world cultures and societies, putin can have troops and equipment in the capitals of many Baltic countries by the time we even can react. 

And by that point, the usual (most likely republican) rhetoric of "blah blah not worth nuclear war" will do enough, or a few Maga or Q people in congress can block whatever. Just a nightmare.
Unlike even 2014 Ukraine though the Baltic states are significantly smaller and have a significantly weaker military and police force. 

And if russia manages to keep the plausible deniability long enough to actually occupy a region, liberating it would be challenging. Militarily and politically.
>they know they can't rely on NATO not fighting

If by "they" you mean the Russian government, then by god I hope you're right. If by "they" you mean Russia as a nation, their public opinion, then you haven't spoke to many Russians.
Idk why you think that it's beyond Trump to withdraw from Europe. 

[By the way NATO is dead](https://www.politico.eu/article/donald-trump-vow-never-help-europe-attack-thierry-breton/)

- Trump while saying that the US will not protect Europe.
Well the parallels are obvious, but the key difference is that the Houthis aren't financially motivated. If it were a question of money, then the solution would be much easier. Paying them off would be an option, and so would raising the cost of doing business, as it were. Unfortunately for the US, this time their enemies are politically and ideologically motivated, and no small part of that motivation is specifically sticking it to the US. The [domestic and international legitimacy](https://www.ft.com/content/b7d3b990-bd1d-4a06-b029-2fa6c92d6de4) they are gaining is significant. 

> Much of that rage is directed at the US for its support of Israel. This has only sharpened since its strikes on the Houthis. “These countries want us to believe they are moral when really they are hypocrites,” said Bushra Hind, 27, an accountant in Kuwait.

> “They have done nothing to stop the atrocities in Gaza,” Hind said. “But the minute global trade and shipping were threatened, then suddenly they spring into action.”

> In Yemen, where many loathe the Houthis, praise for the group is at an all-time high, even among their arch-rivals who have called the strikes on shipping targets “righteous”.

> “Personally, I’ve never liked the Houthis: they’re a police state, they’ve sentenced many people to death unfairly, including their political opponents,” said a 35-year-old Yemeni man living in a part of south Yemen not controlled by the Houthis.
“But what they’re doing now for Palestine: it’s a good deed. And I’ll support anyone who’s making life harder for those who oppress the Palestinians, especially when they’re Yemeni like me.”
Neither of the people you responded to claimed that it did, to be fair. There WAS a big argument on the first day that the list was fake, which is what they were referring to.
[removed]
A prisoner exchange will be a scheduled, regulated thing, doubly so when it takes place on the territory of one of the two belligerents. One would not fly a military aircraft into the airspace of your enemy without clearly coordinating that through diplomatic and military channels before and during.

IF the airplane was in a holding pattern, it would be more akin to parking on a marshall point prior to executing on a predetermined go time to ensure that there is no ambiguity and mitigate the risk of being shot down by hasty or uninformed ADA when entering Ukrainian airspace.

IF this was a legitimate transfer flight, and IF it was shot down in Russian airspace by Ukrainian ADA, that suggests that there was a failure within the Ukrainian defense apparatus to notify forward deployed elements of the movement or inadequately provide for clear IFF procedures.

The other possibility on the Ukrainian side is that it was an intentional play to frame up the Russians or cause some beneficial escalation. This seems unlikely to me.

On the Russian side, they similarly may have intentionally sacrificed the airplane as a provocation or information maneuver, or they may have failed to comply with whatever IFF and procedural conditions they agreed to and consequently been identified as a valid target.

If this actually was a POW transfer flight, the most likely possibility is the Ukrainian failure to get their ADA with the program before the transfer.

Why?

Because elements within the Ukrainian military were taking credit for the shootdown almost immediately before they backpedaled. This is pretty convincing evidence that they were NOT aware of their own command's disposition.

All of these things are contingent on this actually being a POW flight. I do not know that to be true. It seems more likely today than it did yesterday.

The lack of bodies is not convincing. People keep bringing up pictures of airplanes that pancaked neatly to support the conjecture that a crash necessarily presents as a pile of mostly intact bodies.

It's entirely plausible to me that there might be people in various scales of disintegration spread about a wide area. That Russia has not yet provided evidence of this though is a strike against their story.
There are small airports (which I assume Belgorod is) with a single airstrip where every landing has to come in on one vector.

At one small airport, every flight I was on had to do a u-turn. The only landing approach was from the south so every flight arriving from the north had to overfly it several kilometres to the south, do a u-turn, and then land approaching from the south. Every time.
You consider calls for proof lies? Especially after Olenivka? It’s been three days, you get more footage from the Russians in 3 seconds. Why didn’t  they allow international observers in to validate the findings?
> the plane was full of S-300s, senior Russian officials were reported to be onboard, why are there no bodies, the plane came from Iran, it flew in the wrong direction

Of those, iirc, 2 of those come from the Ukrainian govt as opposed to random twitter accounts (Curiously, two that haven't been disproven).  If random twitter accounts is the standard, you'll find 500 talking points for each issue, war-related or otherwise.

I understand the hustle though.
I think the suggestion is transporting POWs in umarked military flights without coordination (with, perhaps, the goal of making Ukrainian anti-air crews think twice about shooting at other Russian planes lest they kill their own) may be a war crime. 
What is the argument you're making here? None of the previous cases of exposed Ukrainian propaganda have been dragged out as much as this incident, according to you, and? Then what point are you trying to make on the back of that statement?
In some good news for you in that regard, Greece recently removed visa requirements for some of those islands for Turkish citizens so we are actually moving towards a more integrated and cooperative future, despite what the governments might pretend.
>Say the US would completely withdraw and stop selling arms to both nations,

I find it unlikely that the US is ever going to stop selling weapons, because profits are profits even under Trump.  


If the invasion of Greece does happen, are we really sure that the other EU governments are going to stay and watch it happen?  


Because that assumption is always a pre-requisite for anything to happen, and i think its not that likely
Your first point, that NATO has never been an alliance solely of democracies, is arguably false. I would argue that in the early 00s, NATO was only made up of democracies. Furthermore, the question is if NATO should/ought to become an alliance of democracies, not whether it is or was. Here are a couple of arguments in favor: 1) Democracies almost never go to war with each other (the very well supported dyadic peace thesis, maybe the greatest accomplishment of the science of comparative politics), making the alliance stronger internally, 2) an alliance of democracies would mean that we actually are fighting to protect state systems that we believe in (most of us, anyway), rather than just whomever serves our strategic purposes, which in my opinion is much more meaningful. 

Specifically with regards to Turkey, the argument has always been that they are more beneficial than they are trouble, but I'm kind of skeptical, because they really are a lot of trouble. Think about the role of Turkey in the Syrian civil war, their aggressive posture towards Greece which is also a NATO-member, them buying S-400's, them not wanting to admit Sweden into NATO etc. I'm no military expert, but I know people have claimed that the military importance of the strait of Bosphorus is overblown, because it could be controlled through the Greek isles in case of war with Russia. On this latter point, it would be nice if someone with expertise weighed in, though.

To be clear, I'm not advocating that we kick Turkey out of the alliance tomorrow, but I do believe there's a breaking point somewhere...
While very very slow I have consistently seen credible people say it was faster than what everyone else did in Europe. Only we in America put up orders to increase our 155 millimeter capacity in anything that resembles an acceptable time frame.
>The US is the main culprit. Why do you think it isn't?

Because the Houthis are the ones firing ballistic missiles at civilian oil tankers.  Some of them provably with non-existent ties to Israel.
The Houthis say a lot of things, including that they would only be attacking Israel-linked ships, which fell apart pretty quickly.

We can also get into the whole "death to America" and "curse upon the Jews" thing which, according to the time of day and which Houthi is talking, either totally does or doesn't mean what it says. They're not reliable or rational.
> The international order is maintained through diplomatic, economic and military pressure

When people like Biden refer to a rules-based international order, are they not referring to an objective set of rules that everyone follows? You seem to be implying the rules are not objective and instead determined by might.
>The ICJ is one of the things held up by the pillars of the international order. It can't stand on its own, and it certainly can't support anything else. 

Exactly, a lot of people have it backwards. Institutions like the ICIJ and other UN-backed dispute resolution mechanisms only have power *because* of the rules-based international order, they themselves aren't a foundation of said order. 

Case in point, none of these jurisdictions or institutions have any power whatsoever to actually enforce their rulings. It's only when countries acknowledge and abide by those rulings as part of the rules-based order that they actually have any power. 

It's the same thing with the Supreme Court in the US, technically it has zero ability to enforce its rulings, it's only because the US has rule of law that we acknowledge the "supremacy" of its rulings.
The rule-based international order is not based on the authority of the Security Council. The USA and allies, the leading proponents of the RBIO, have engaged in a number of interventions without SC approval.
>They didn't use the term ceasefire but the intent is the same.

They could have ruled an "end to military operations in Gaza" which doesn't rely on any Hamas or any other party and would've been the clearest ruling if their intent was as you claim, but they didn't.
But they issued several orders.
They 100% could have ordered a ceasefire and they have in other cases. The ordered Russia to halt its invasion of Ukraine. The fundamental difference in this case being that Israel DOES have a right to self-defense and thus is justified in prosecuting the war. The ruling is merely a reminder of Israel's commitments per the Genocide Convention to prevent incitement and commission of genocide. They found the statements of certain Israeli leaders problematic, so they want to see further proof that Israel is acting within its commitments to prevent the commission of genocide.
>The ramifications are in other countries watching that ridiculous phrase lose all its substance day after day.

Unfortunately, the fraying of the rules-based order has been ongoing for decades at this point. The US ignoring the UN calls for it not to invade Iraq in 2003 was probably the single greatest damage it took, but China has routinely flouted rulings from international courts regarding its activities/claims in the South China Sea as well as rulings against it at the WTO, while Russia was actually ordered to end its invasion of Ukraine last year which was just completely ignored.

It's increasingly clear that "might makes right" is replacing the rules-based order, and the consequences for humanity will be terrible.
Didn't one cabinet official get sacked because they essentially suggested nuking Gaza?

Whether it's an official position or not there's a strain of it in the current government.
A laden tanker getting hit would result in an oil spill/fire. There’d be nothing superficial about it. Insurance premiums would go up astronomically, further stifling traffic through the region.
My man you are going wild here. These are still ships carrying all kinds of things that may be toxic to the environment. Any hit by a missile or drone is a risk of ecological disaster. I'm honestly shocked this needs to be explained to you. Being concerned about a potential massive oil spill in the red sea is not "virtue signaling."
>but this sounds like a laughably naïve take

You know, I sort of agree. I don't think it's naive of me to say exactly, but I do think that there's a bit of contradictory feelings that the West has towards Russia and China. We want to trade with them, but we also need them to stop their tomfoolery that they're up to. So while we want them to do well, we want them to also not try and take chunks of their neighbors territories. 

Us trying to aid international shipping is a philosophical goal, us trying to still restrict access to high end chips is a realpolitik goal. 

And I think a big source of that contradiction is, again, the Wests desire to do good being weighed against countries that still act in uncouth ways. We wanted the Houthis to just stop, so we warned them and warned them and warned them and then resorted to bombing them. We wanted Russia to stop (2008, 2014) so we warned them and warned them and that was also proven ineffective. The west wants to stick to warnings, to be light handed, but at the end of the day if your "opponent" isn't playing ball, what can you do?
China recognizes the need to have counters to American blockade in the event of war. If a conflict were to arise between China and the US due to its weaker navy China would not be able to depend on the oceanic trade. Therefore they have little incentive to maintain global freedom of navigation and every incentive to halt such trade to harm the American economy. Regional actors such as the Iranians and the Houthis would be a valuable allies for China in such a scenario.
Effect. Technically speaking there is such a noun as "affect", but it's essentially a term of art from psychology and almost never the word you're actually looking for.
>To be fair their military was in an absolutely abysmal state back in 2014 when Russia initially kicked this conflict off. 


To drive this point further, here is footage of the battle for Mariupol [in 2014.](https://www.reddit.com/r/CombatFootage/comments/tj0m15/the_very_first_battle_of_mariupol_ukraine_forces/)
Sorry should have taken the thousands part out, now re reading it it sounds ridiculous, even the Ukrainians don't make that claim. Should have just said a lot of people are dying every day.
Low effort nonsense
>  the former commander of the 14th Mechanized Brigade, removed from command for ordering a costly assault without artillery support,


Do you know when and where this was? How costly was this assault?
It is far more complex than that. You can turn a bunch of draft dodgers into good troops but it is going to be **much** more difficult than with motivated volunteers.

As a rule of thumb you are not going to make good troops out of unmotivated manpower. You can make ok-ish troops good enough for defence (which is what the Russians got out of their mobiks).

That is why I said that turning draft dodgers into *attack-capable* troops is going to be a challenge. And Ukraine will need to attack to break through Russian lines in 2025.
Please do not personally attack other Redditors. 

Try again without it
>First off it is not just American production. The Europeans have heavily invested into shell production as well and we should see this begin to pay off next year.

Sure i agree. But it would be still on the order of \~1 million shells *less* than we are expecting now  (quick google search says the plan on 100k per month), which in my opinion seems pretty major and can not be compensated by the Europeans. Of course we could end up somewhere in the middle with some deliveries to ukraine, some sales to europe/nato members and so on, but still impactful i think.

>At the moment a relatively small group of hardliners in the Republican Party has an outsized level of influence due to the slim republican majority.

I don't know about that one. Months ago i would have agreed but, now be it because of media, social media or ghost but denying aid to ukraine seems like a popular mainstream position in the republican party and importantly house leadership (and presidential\* candidate). Even with more seats i would guess that the freedom caucus + at least 50 or more congress members could hold the speaker hostage again - but of course i can't really know that for sure.

Are you sure of the numbers supporting the "vast majority" claim?
If you're talking about in 2024, I think you're mistaking Trump's influence on GOP legislators. It's quite unlike BBB/IRA which was a strictly Dem deal and even if negotiations were messy, all parties essentially wanted to get a deal. That means a very different set of incentives than negotiating a bipartisan deal in a presidential election year even without Trump starting trouble.

By my count there are basically three anti-Trump Republicans in the senate (Romney, Murkowski, Collins) who if anything would be more supportive based on Trump's opposition. Add to this McConnell and Lankford (who is negotiating for senate Rs) and you already have five of the nine GOP senators needed to break a filibuster (not counting any D defectors due to border/Israel). If McConnell wanted, he could absolutely find the remaining votes to get to 60. The problem is McConnell is unlikely to let anything get out of the senate with a bare 60 votes as it will look like a cave. He wants this deal to get \~80 votes (including at least half of the GOP caucus) like most bipartisan spending deals, and that's much less likely to happen with Trump's recent tactics. Add to that the House which is dominated by conservatives and would probably not even take up a 60 vote deal purely out of spite. You gotta get a big vote out of the senate if there's any chance of shaming House Rs into taking it up (and even then it's not guaranteed) which is getting less likely.
>That being said, I'm skeptical they could possibly be provided with enough to actually win the war next year. I think this war will only end when Russia becomes too exhausted and its people to frustrated to continue, and that's not going to happen anytime soon.

I agree.

Yeah, I shorthanded the artillery advantage in the summer of 2023, of course I meant localised. But in this kind of war, even a significant artillery advantage is not going to be enough. I think you will need drone dominance, otherwise you are going to just grindingly advance even when enjoying an artillery and manpower advantage.
[removed]
[removed]
I actually think that driving to combat in an armoured personnel carrier is likely more dangerous than walking there (due to AT mines and squad wipes by a single FPV).

Having an APC/IFV not as a battlefield taxi but as a support vehicle is certainly useful, I am just not sure how much advantage it provides. Most of those missions, judging by the videos, seem to be short mad dashes followed by rapid retreat to avoid counterfire.

The entrenching part is a very good argument (both sides complain that advancing/defending becomes impossible once every potential shelter is wiped out by artillery).
Well, attacking with armour also seems to be an invitation to disaster, as 2023 has shown. Nobody can sustain 40 (southern counteroffensive) to 100 (Avdiivka) armour losses per day - particularly if they don't lead to a breakthrough. The truth of the matter is that the only real advances of 2023 (Bakhmut and Robotyno) were moatly infantry affairs.

I think the introduction of GMLRS provides a temporary shock, but the real reason why Russian fires never fully recovered is the exhaustion of their strategic national reserves, far outside the GMLRS range. I'l admit it came as a surprise, I thought their shell stocks were deeper.
While I agree it increases the probabilites that we fight, it doesn't make it certain either. 

Basically you have to think about it as a chain with multiple point of failure. no single step has 100% probability, and if we miss only one step in our escalatory scale the Baltic states are doomed.
No they wouldn't. Again, if they start a separatist movement that pretends to be completely homegrown they wouldn't need to engage NATO. Do you think that NATO troops would shoot at unarmed or lightly armed protesters? 

Just like it happened in Ukraine, Georgia etc. the first debate that everyone will be having is if it's an internal issue or not.
>putin can have troops and equipment in the capitals of many Baltic countries by the time we even can react.

Like kyiv in three days?
The Russian population doesn't matter.
[Congress this week approved a measure aimed at preventing any U.S. president from unilaterally withdrawing the United States from NATO without congressional approval. Passage came amid long-standing concerns that Donald Trump may try to exit the alliance if he returns to office.](https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/2023/12/16/congress-nato-exit-trump/)
Becouse people act as if NATO is a generosity act of the US.The Us has interests in keeping Europe as a friend.

Also, even IF he withdraws from NATO, and that is not a guaranteed, he is not going to stop selling weapons to Europe, pissing off the MIC is a very stupid idea, for the very pragmatical reason that corruption is legal in the US
That's fine. My point is that the list not being real would automatically be invalidating to the Russian story but it doesn't change the fact that it also doesn't do anything to prove their story. I also only replied to one person.
>I don't know if the rules allow directly linking gore / NSFL footage

You've been on this forum longer than I have, if you don't know, does anyone?

Anyway, are you talking about the sladkov+ video of them inspecting a corpse, approximately 2 min length?
>A prisoner exchange will be a scheduled, regulated thing, doubly so when it takes place on the territory of one of the two belligerents. One would not fly a military aircraft into the airspace of your enemy without clearly coordinating that through diplomatic and military channels before and during.

You've written a huge comment without having actually looked into the story. The plane was never supposed to cross into Ukraine, it was transporting POWs from Moscow to Belgorod, to be taken to the exchange grounds at the Kolotilovka-Pokrovka border crossing by bus, the exact same way it had happened on Jan 3rd this year.
All those explanations cannot be simultaneously true, can they? Most must be lies. Which means we've been exposed exactly to what Russians employ in similar situations - a firehose of plausible and implausible arguments that muddy the water.
[removed]
Oh, if that's the case, then yes I agree. I said something to that effect a few days ago. I believe that *if* the plane actually had POWs on it, Russia did this deliberately for the same reason you suggested.
That your reasoning for why this particular story gets so much attention is wrong.
>Your first point, that NATO has never been an alliance solely of democracies, is arguably false.

Portugal was a founding member of NATO back in 1949, when the country was a **fascist** dictatorship. At least in its early years, the ethos of NATO was definitely **not** about being "alliance of democracies". It would be more accurate to define NATO in its early years as an alliance against communism.
While likely true, Germany also had a particularly large deficit to overcome and Scholz repeatedly positioned himself and Germany as a leader in Europe. He invited particularly high expectations for Germany, which the government now has to measure up against.
>are they not referring to an objective set of rules that everyone follows?

Theoretically yes, in practice no. For instance, independent arbitration of disputes in the South China Sea have made clear that China's claims don't conform to international law and are totally unfounded, ruling in favor of other parties. China has simply ignored those rulings and continued unimpeded. It's also why the US has ignored UN moves it doesn't like as well, with zero consequences.

The rules-based international order is upheld by military, economic, and diplomatic pressure. But its been fraying for decades at this point precisely because strong powers have been seen to simply ignore it whenever expedient.

The reality is that the ICIJ and UN more broadly are toothless organizations. They have zero ability to impose their rulings on parties, it's only the pressure that is applied by members states that gives their rulings any power. And the more the rules-based order frays, the less powerful those institutions become.
Nowhere in the rules does it say that you can only do things that the security council let you do.

The rules does say that if the security council tells you to cut it out, you better stop. 

If we are going to be talking about a rules based anything, it might be a good idea to skim the rules before complaining about it. For that matter, the rules were written for the convenience of both US and USSR/Russia: the super powers never have to worry about a hostile ruling from the UNSC!
No, the fundamental difference is that Hamas is outside of the court juridiction. So they can't order both parties in a ceasefire. Israel right or not to self-defence is irrelevant to the Genocide Convention.
>The US ignoring the UN calls for it not to invade Iraq in 2003 was probably the single greatest damage [the rules-based order] took

The General Assembly is rather self-important and likes issuing non-binding resolutions all the time, but they’re irrelevant. The 2003 invasion was authorized by the Gulf War UNSCRs 678 and 687, and the “final” warning in UNSCR 1441. UNSCR 678 authorized the use of force to enforce “all subsequent relevant resolutions”, UNSCR 687 demanded that Iraq prove it was in compliance with WMD obligations (note not just allow some inspectors, but affirmatively prove its innocence), and UNSCR 1441 explicitly reaffirmed that 678 was still in force (after all, Gulf War hostilities never ended and the no-fly zone was still in force), found Iraq to be in non-compliance, and gave it a “final opportunity to comply”.
[removed]
Again, no offense, but this still sounds like a laughably naïve take. Even moreso if anything. Of course the West wants everyone else to obey without complaint, or cost, or conflict. Of course the West wants to pay the lowest price possible, and reap the greatest benefit. All of those are universal desires shared by everyone, and in no way unique to the West. For instance:

You see, China has some contradictory feelings towards Taiwan. Of course we want them to prosper, and to prosper alongside them, but we also want them to knock off all that nonsense about being independent. We wanted them to just stop, so we warned and we warned and warned, and really, what choice did we have? They weren't playing ball, so what can you do?

You see, Russia has some contradictory feelings towards Ukraine....

EDIT: To be clear, I'm not trying to carry water for anyone. I'm lampooning the framing of ruthless realpolitik in a benevolent light. "Why won't everyone just listen to me?" is not a sincere question.
Yes, I agree that interrupting trade through the Strait of Hormuz would be helpful for China within the context of a US-China war. However, that is a very particular set of circumstances, outside of which Houthi interruptions to global trade are a major liability for China. Iran and the Houthis will prioritize their own agendas, particularly those against Israel, over China's desire for undisrupted global trade in peacetime. In other words, the Houthis will not become a Chinese tool and outside of a US-China war their interruptions of global shipping will be a liability for China.
DeepState recently wrote about this: https://t. me/DeepStateUA/18580

It was a failed counterattack in May 2023 to regain Masyutivka in the Kupyansk sector, which had just been lost to the Russians. From what I got, it quite damaged a battalion of this brigade. These facts then became known to the higher ups and the commander was relieved and sent to Odesa, far from front line duties.

Now according to DeepState the 14th MB has good officers and indeed it has been quite successful in defending the positions around Kupyansk over the last months.
So what happens next?
How can the US move the situation to Unlock the founds.

This masquerade goes on since 1 month and an Half and giving mr. Trump influence it don't think that the house will make some step back.

It's a ridicolous vicious circle, No Aid without border deal, but no border deal because Trump needs it to run the election, and if Ukraine gets defeated it's another point for the GOP for the election, this is some dangerous behaivor because the GOP can paralize the governament for the next 10 months whenever wants or doesn't want something.
I would disagree, Bakhmuth was a victory because Russian mechanized forces managed to put pressure on the flanks of the city, without those forces the resupply of the city would have been a feasible , like it had been for the 10 months prior, as for Robotyne without the AFV's there wasn't a chance that the 47th would have gotten to the village, and btw if i remember correctly there were videos of Bradleys fighting inside the village.  


Also while AFV losses are high, why do you expect that Infantry losses wouldn't be higher? given that soldiers are softer than a IFV?  
A near miss of a 152 shell on a bradley doesn't casue the death or injury of the crew and passengers, a near miss to a mass of unprotected infantrymen very much does.

&#x200B;

And given that both sides have difficulties in training new recruits wasting troops like this isn't sustainable
Ok just to be clear you do realize that their combined population is 6 000 000?
It does in the sense that its attitudes usually coincide with those of their government.
>very pragmatical reason that corruption is legal in the US

Oh really? How's that working out for Ukraine? Or do you think MIC weren't the ones who would have gotten the lion's share of US's military aid that got bogged down? 
Or how about withdrawing from Afghanistan and now likely Iraq? Where is this wrath of MIC that you are talking about? For some reason I don't see Academi thunder running DC.
I think so, I just checked it. It's a single body and none of the tattoos are obviously UA. The narrarator claims to point out a trident and I can sort of see it but it doesn't look like a clear UA one. It's behind a figure of a guy that you could easily say is Young Stalin as it is Zelensky. If there was 65 bodies on that plane I have not seen any real indication of it. 

https://www.reddit.com/r/UkraineRussiaReport/comments/1abp4k6/ru_pov_uncensored_footage_of_the_bodily_remains/?ref=share&ref_source=link
[removed]
[removed]
> the plane was full of S-300s, senior Russian officials were reported to be onboard

Those two can 100% be true together. 


> why are there no bodies

That’s just a fact. Not literally none but as I said THREE full days to show us a couple body parts and a torso. 


> the plane came from Iran

Where did the tail code come from?

> it flew in the wrong direction

It was flying away from the airport just a matter of fact established by geolocation. 

The only real lie is the POW list and you will milk that for all it’s worth.
Well, fair point to you. I thought you were asking why it is an important case, not why it gets more attention. So I was making a point why it's important to follow this and not let it go. I guess we're not arguing the same question.
Yes, but that does not adress what I wrote.
>Article 42 of the United Nations Charter gives the Security Council the authority to take action by air, sea or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security.

What other rule-based order authority is there for a military intervention in a sovereign country?

&#x200B;

>If we are going to be talking about a rules based anything, it might be a good idea to skim the rules before complaining about it.

I agree absolutely. If you can provide a link to the charter defining the RBIO I would be grateful.
Whether or not it was technically legally justified is really beside the point, the world saw the invasion as being unjustified and US actions were perceived to be contrary to the demands of the UN. As such, it damaged the reputation of the US and gave the perception that the US isn't bound by the same "rules based order" as everyone else.

The passage of "The Hague Invasion Act" which allows for invasions of foreign countries to prevent the prosecution of American servicemembers didn't exactly help the US image either.
I agree with the other comment that the perception is a lot more important than the legal technicalities, but from everything I've seen most international legal scholars agree it wasn't legal.

First, you are leaving out the fact that after UNSCR 1441 was passed, Iraq allowed UN inspectors in for the first time in 5 years, and allowed basically total access to government officials/staff for interviews. Hans Blix leading the inspection [said they would be able to determine if Iraq had complied](http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/middle_east/2829213.stm) with disarmament obligations in a matter of months, but the US invaded before this could happen.

Second, "in the event of non-compliance [the United States is not automatically authorized to take unilateral military action](https://web.archive.org/web/20060516140700/http://jurist.law.pitt.edu/forum/forumnew73.php) to effect regime change in Iraq, certainly not before another meeting of the Security Council." The US even said they wanted to convene the UNSC to determine compliance a few weeks before they invaded, but changed their minds once it became clear from statements by France's president and others that they would lose the vote. Before the vote for 1441 [Colin Powell reportedly said](https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2002/nov/11/uk.iraq) "there is nothing in the resolution to allow it to be used as a pretext to launch a war on Iraq" when trying to get a temporary Security Council member to vote for it.
Unscrupulous charterers/owners and obsequious masters pushing their luck to save on bunker sailing round the cape.

In the maritime world, nothing changes until something extremely bad happens. Then 10 years later non compulsory guidance gets issued which is duly ignored. If X administration adopts it as statutory/enforceable then the owner will simply flag out. There are vessels out there still trading without any electronic nav aids, using titanic style open top wooden lifeboats and paper charts as the primary means of navigation. The maritime world is pure capitalist anarchy.
Yes, the West wants everyone to play by their rules and to retain their dominant position in the existing global hierarchy. And yes, its not surprising that China and Russia want to upend the existing system to their own benefit. The motivations of everyone involved is quite clear. 

That being said, that doesn't mean that one side isn't objectively better than the other. The system designed and implemented by the West after WWII is genuinely a positive development for the world, even with all its inherent flaws and hypocrisies. Even if it doesn't always live up to its aspirations and brochures, the current world order is one in which human rights are valued, naked land grabs are punished, and international trade is taken for granted (protected primarily by the might of the US Navy). 

While again, the US and Western countries are not paragons of virtue and most certainly act in their own interest, they are liberal democracies that extend significant freedoms and protections to their citizens and believe in "universal rights" for all people. The challengers to the existing world order on the other hand are China, an Orwellian-nightmare police state currently engaged in genocide against its Uyghur population, Russia, an organized crime syndicate masquerading as a nation-state, Iran, an extremist theocratic dictatorship that is only able to maintain its rule over the population through the application of horrific violence every few years, and North Korea, a brutal hereditary dictatorship that devotes all its resources to pursuing nuclear weapons and ensuring its elites live in luxury while the average citizens are destitute and literally starving. 

Is it really believable that if the China-axis becomes the dominant force on the global stage it would be a net positive for the world?
> Of course the West wants everyone else to obey without complaint, or cost, or conflict.

Sure, but the bar of "don't invade your neighbors" is pretty low. 

>We wanted them to just stop, so we warned and we warned and warned, and really, what choice did we have? They weren't playing ball, so what can you do?

Again, sort of different. The status quo has existed for decades, why should China try and force change? The US wants to maintain the status quo. It does not want Taiwanese independence. In fact, the US (on paper at least) supports peaceful reunification, it's violent or coerced reunification that's unacceptable.
You should probably enclose the China stuff in quotation marks, starting with "Of course we want them to prosper". That would make it more clear that you're framing the mentality from the perspective of the Chinese government.
If the current aid bill fails I imagine the Biden administration will step up its effort of sending bits of aid under current law where possible, push European allies to send more in 2024, and hope that Biden is reelected with a Congress capable of passing a bill next year. Which given current trends would almost certainly means Dems take the House at the very least. If McConnell is senate majority leader next year, he could probably get a deal through, though his health is declining and I have no idea if any other potential GOP majority leader could or would.
I am really not sure about your second argument - you are probably right, but the cold equation is that a few infantrymen killed are just easier to replace than an IFV. Losing armour, even lots of armour, makes sense if you are actually achieving some breakthrough. If it's just some months-long attrition grind then losing 100 men per day is far preferable to losing 50 men and 5 IFVs per day.

But you can turn that argument around - what are you saving your armour for if you can't use it for anything useful?
So?  
Are the Russian forces going to be faster than a jet aircraft?  
Or the basic assumption always is that we aren't going to react in any way?  


Becouse if that is the case well, not only are the baltics are risk, but we better learn Russian in italy
Even so, their government isn't going to suicide their country into a war they can't win
Only difference is that in that instance Europe would straight up pay, zero costs for the US, since when the US gonna refuse money?
Yeah, that's the one I found too.  But of course, now there are "more videos", that of course he won't link.  What a mess.

Re: tattoos, I mean it does seem unlikely an airman (even a Russian airman) would have a full-sleeve tattoo.  It's certainly useful evidence.
> Is it really believable that if the China-axis becomes the dominant force on the global stage it would be a net positive for the world?

Is it really so hard to read my own words instead of making them up? I never claimed anything of the sort. I said that swallowing all the "city on a hill" and "beacon of democracy" rhetoric wholesale was laughably naïve. Which it is. To better illustrate that, I flipped the rhetoric around to show that anyone can make their cause sound virtuous.
> Sure, but the bar of "don't invade your neighbors" is pretty low.

Ah, so invading non-neighbors is fine and dandy. Must be why the US got away with it. 

> The status quo has existed for decades

The status quo of the US at the top and everyone else below. Does it come as some sort of surprise that the US has a vested interest in keeping things that way? When the US was not at the top, was it still a champion of the status quo?

This is exactly what I mean by "laughably naïve." The idea that lofty-sounding, high-minded ideals should be taken at face value, rather than altogether more selfish motivations which explain everything perfectly well.
To make an IFV it takes a week, to make a soldier it takes 20 years, the idea that infantry is more replaceable than Metal was never true, but it isn't especially now, Russia and Ukraine have an aging and shrinking population, throwing bodies at the problem isn't a solution.  


As for your second argument, you save your armor for when the opportunity of exploit arises, See for example Kharkiv, a foot or a motorized force would have struggled to take as much ground as the mechanized Ukrainians did.  
It is the job of the artillery the drones, the aviation ecc, to create the opportunity, the problem is that in the last year the preparation was't enough, the Guns of the Russians and Ukrainians still fired, and that would decimate IFV and Infantry alike
The basic assumption is that at first this will be presented as a domestic issue. And NATO will not be bombing "lightly" armoured civilians. Especially with how isolationist a lot of members are becoming. 

And by the time that russian regular forces openly show up there wouldn't be a lot left to concur. Furthermore, russia has a very decent air defense so "immediate" air superiority will not happen. 

The question in a lot of capitals would be "do we want our boys to die for some random Eastern European country?" and "should we risk ww3?". Idk about you but I'm not overly optimistic that some won't try to push for a ceasefire and peace agreement instead.
I don't think that can or should be ruled out. The Russians are thirsty for blood and conquest and drunk on recent success. Obviously we can't peek inside the minds of the decision makers in the Kremlin to determine just *how* drunk they are but in the absence of sufficient deterrence it's absolutely possible for them to become convinced that a war with NATO is a war that can be won. Especially since NATO responding in force to an incursion into the Baltics or Scandinavia is indeed not a foregone conclusion given the current state of the Alliance. 

I get that "The Russians definitely can't win and they know it" is a very comforting thought but reality is more complex than that.
Your argument was that the US is corrupt and subservient to MIC. Since when does MIC care about whose tax payers are paying them money?
> I said that swallowing all the "city on a hill" and "beacon of democracy" rhetoric wholesale was laughably naïve.

But I fundamentally disagree with your argument. The other user was saying that the US and the West absolutely do want other nations to prosper, as it benefits them as well. Trade and economic growth are not a zero sum games, as US trading partners like say, China, prosper it brings benefits to the US as well. We've enjoyed decades of cheap consumer goods, manufactured goods, and electronics because we invested in Chinese companies and helped to build up their world-class manufacturing industry. 

The other user was also noting that freedom of navigation, a key cornerstone of international trade, is guaranteed by the West. It brings us and our trading partners, including China, tremendous benefits even if we're the ones eating most of the costs. 

All this is to say, that the US and the West are 100% interested in seeing countries around the world prosper. Not because they're "shining beacons of democracy and all that's good in the world" but because there are tangible benefits to the West from it. But there are limits to this, and the West isn't going to simply sit by as China increasingly games the existing system to grow more powerful while it simultaneously agitates for the existing system to be overturned.
>Ah, so invading non-neighbors is fine and dandy. Must be why the US got away with it. 

There's a lot to criticize about the US invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan, and US interventions in general. But they really are fundamentally different from Russia kicking off the largest war in Europe since WWII by nakedly invading their neighbor (who happens to be a former colonial possession no less) with the explicit goal of conquering and incorporating the captured territory into their own country. And that's not even touching on the fact that Russia is arguably involved in a genocide on the territory they've captured. 

>The status quo of the US at the top and everyone else below. Does it come as some sort of surprise that the US has a vested interest in keeping things that way? When the US was not at the top, was it still a champion of the status quo?

As I noted elsewhere, acknowledging that every country is looking out for its own interests first and foremost is absolutely fair criticism. Of course the US wants to remain the most powerful country in the world and China wants to upend the existing system to their own benefit. 

That being said, one side is objectively better than the other. It's hard to imagine a world in which the Chinese dominate, supported by countries like Iran, North Korea, and Russia, as being a safer, more peaceful, and more prosperous system than the one that currently exists. 

I actually find it ironic that you have criticized the US in this thread for implementing sanctions on China related to sales of semiconductor manufacturing equipment, as if the US *should* simply allow China to develop technologies that threaten US national security in the name of "free trade." As if China doesn't have an extensive history of stealing foreign IPs, illegally dumping goods in foreign markets, utilizing massive government subsidies to make its industries more competitive, and implementing unreasonable trade tariffs as a form of protectionism. The Chinese don't even pretend to believe in actual free trade so it's bizarre that the US is being criticized for taking actions on a highly sensitive technology as if the US should simply hand China the rope that will be used to hang it.
>As for your second argument, you save your armor for when the opportunity of exploit arises

It was an argument against my argument that the IFVs were inherently more valuable and more difficult to replace than infantry. If they are valuable, yet at the same time of limited usefulness in drone-dominated war - then what are you saving them for?

Yeah, slightly schizophrenic; sometimes I argue with myself.
>The basic assumption is that at first this will be presented as a domestic issue. And NATO will not be bombing "lightly" armoured civilians. 

The basic assumption is that we will not intervene because we are fools, and we are going to get fooled thrice with the same trick.  


The disagreement basically comes down to this, i don't think we will idly sit while the same thing that happend to ukraine happens again

>Especially with how isolationist a lot of members are becoming.

Maybe the US, But germany, poland, france, UK, are getting more interventionists.  


>Furthermore, russia has a very decent air defense so "immediate" air superiority will not happen.

If ukraine can fly helicopters i don't see why more modern aircraft would be completely stopped by Russian AA.

&#x200B;

Also let me ask you this, if attacking the baltics would be so much easier than attacking Ukraine, since NATO wouldn't have intervened, why did Russia attack Ukraine and not Estonia?  
Nato wasn't more unified in 2022 than it was today, quite the contraty i might add
>drunk on recent success.

What success?  
Mariupol?  
The Russians aren't having something that can be called sucess for 1,5 years

  
BTW in 2019 when trump was president he quite openly told that he wanted to exit the alliance, and yet Russia didn't even try to start trouble in the Baltics
>Your argument was that the US is corrupt and subservient to MIC

No the US is subservient to MIC, but the MIC has a lot of sway in the US political scene, since you know, companies straight up sponsor politicians.

Now a president of the US doesn't have the political power to stop major sales at will just because, especially considering that the US government wouldn't pay a penny and it would essentially be just straight profits.

But hey if you want to believe that sponsoring politicians doesn't give the MIC power believe in whatever you want  


EDIT also, as of now, yes the US has blocked a lot of donations to Ukraine, but a lot of those are old veichles in reserve, so no money to be made there, and Europe is still buying ammo, veichles ecc from the US, you are suggesting that stopping this very profitable trade is not  going to have counter pushes
> Not because they're "shining beacons of democracy and all that's good in the world" but because there are tangible benefits to the West from it.

Then we are in perfect agreement.
> I actually find it ironic that you have criticized the US in this thread for implementing sanctions on China related to sales of semiconductor manufacturing equipment, as if the US should simply allow China to develop technologies that threaten US national security in the name of "free trade." 

I find it ironic that you continue to put words in my mouth and attack the strawman instead of engaging with anything I actually said. Nowhere did I criticize the US for anything it has done. I used the example of US sanctions to show the first guy that maybe, just maybe, the US wasn't a selfless paragon of virtue the way he claimed. Nowhere did I say the actions were wrong, or evil, or anything of the sort. Just that they were entirely inconsistent with the laughably naïve notion that the US wanted China to prosper.


>Also let me ask you this, if attacking the baltics would be so much easier than attacking Ukraine, since NATO wouldn't have intervened, why did Russia attack Ukraine and not Estonia?  
Nato wasn't more unified in 2022 than it was today, quite the contraty i might add

Because it's much riskier. And because NATOs resolve is constantly changing. 

>The basic assumption is that we will not intervene because we are fools, and we are going to get fooled thrice with the same trick.  

The basic assumption is that the current rise of right wing populists like Orban across NATO is extremely dangerous. And assuming that article five guarantees intervention is simplistic.
Mariupol, yes. And every other bit of ground that they have conquered. The failed Ukrainian offensive. The faltering Western aid. 

You think those things aren't great achievements and shouldn't be a reason to celebrate? I agree. But it's not like they care what you or I think. The Russians believe they are winning and that it's because they are strong and the West is weak. If that attitude is also present in the ruling elite, which is usually aligned in its attitudes with the rest of the country, then it's absolutely possible for them to become emboldened enough that they could bet on NATO not (sufficiently) responding to an invasion. And there is not even an ironclad guarantee that they will be wrong.
I think randomly blocking something that has been purchased and payed whitout a refound for is not a great idea which neither of the sides would benefit for...
Apparently lol
>Just that they were entirely inconsistent with the laughably naïve notion that the US wanted China to prosper.

But the US clearly *did* want China to prosper. The US and China enjoyed more than 30 years of mutually beneficial prosperity. It's only been in recent years that the relationship has increasingly soured as it became clear that China's government wasn't going to liberalize and that China was more interested in supplanting the US than cooperating with it. 

The current system encourages *global* prosperity and global interconnectedness. It recognizes that global trade ans the global economy is not a zero sum game. But that doesn't mean the US was going to simply sit back and watch forever as China abused the existing system with the explicit goal of overturning the system.
>the current rise of right wing populists like Orban

Orban has been around for 20 years, and while it takes a while he gets behind, always.  
A part from him, Fico?  
He doesn't even argue, he straight up does what everyone else wants  
Meloni? Pro-NATO  
Le pen? Didn't win against Macron  
Trump? He is a threat i'll give you that

>Because it's much riskier. And because NATOs resolve is constantly changing.

No it really isn't changing much, its just that perception that we have, in a sense we are drinking the Russian propaganda of the falling West
>The faltering Western aid

The faltering US aid, everyone else is still donating.  


If we are still stuck at "them russians are Mad" then sure, not only will they attack the baltics, but the rest of Europe too, and they might even attempt to take Alaska while they are at it.  


But the russians aren't mad, the last gamble they made they were farely sure to win, and it backfired, spectacularly, there is no reason they will attempt another bigger one
The US wanted China to prosper so long as Chinese prosperity served US interests. The US did not want China to prosper for its own sake. When US interests diverged from Chinese prosperity, things changed. Unsurprisingly, of course, unless you are laughably naïve.

That was my whole point. That ruthless self-interest, not some "desire to do good," are what drives the US.
>
No it really isn't changing much, its just that perception that we have, in a sense we are drinking the Russian propaganda of the falling West

It absolutely is changing. Europe right now is scrambling to arm precisely because they are unsure of NATO's resolve. It's a fact. It could be because of russian efforts but it's not just propaganda. 

>Orban has been around for 20 years, and while it takes a while he gets behind, always.  
A part from him, Fico?  
He doesn't even argue, he straight up does what everyone else wants  
Meloni? Pro-NATO  
Le pen? Didn't win against Macron  
Trump? He is a threat i'll give you that

Besides Trump, a lot of European countries had far right parties start winning a non negligible number of seats in their parliaments. They aren't necessarily ruling parties but it shows a growing sentiment. Furthermore a lot of them are practically directly financed by russia. 

Would russia be able to take on the whole of Europe? Definitely not. But if Ukraine falls little land grabs here and there is definitely a possibility.
>there is no reason they will attempt another bigger one

I did give a number of reasons above. Your snarky rephrasing of them as "them russians are Mad" does not a refutation make. 

And if you, like me, had opportunities to speak with actual Russians in an environment where they feel empowered to freely speak of the war, you would realize quickly that yes, them russians are indeed Mad.
>The US wanted China to prosper so long as Chinese prosperity served US interests.

I mean, yeah that's what I've been saying the whole time. 

>That was my whole point. That ruthless self-interest, not some "desire to do good," are what drives the US.

Ok, but the other user wasn't arguing that point and neither am I. The other user said that the US was happy to see China and other countries prospering, specifically because it benefits the US. Not because the US is some altruistic do gooder on the world stage, but because the system designed and upheld by the West is *cooperative* and its meant to ensure prosperity for as many parties as possible. 

Should the Chinese supplant the West, their system will be designed in such a way that benefits them *at the expense* of everyone else. Just look at their aggressive behavior in the South China Sea, or their massive fishing fleets that overfish in the exclusive zones of *other countries* some of which are half the world away. China doesn't want a mutually beneficial system where most parties prosper, and weaker countries have some ability to redress their grievances against others, they want to design a system that will forever put them first. That was my point.
>It absolutely is changing. Europe right now is scrambling to arm precisely because they are unsure of NATO's resolve. It's a fact. It could be because of russian efforts but it's not just propaganda.

Europe is NATO, we are unsure of the US, and yes we are rearming, but not scrambling we are doing it quite slowly

>hey aren't necessarily ruling parties but it shows a growing sentiment.

And in other parts the right wing parties lost, Poland for example or in italy, Lega lost votes

>  
Would russia be able to take on the whole of Europe? Definitely not. But if Ukraine falls little land grabs here and there is definitely a possibility

IF Ukraine falls and IF NATO weakens, there are so many hypothetical in this argument and so many things that have to go right for RU that it becomes useless to have a discussion.
The russian population and what they think doesn't matter.

You say that the elites and the common people think the same, thats not true, the elite enjoy the decadent West the commoners hate it.

The Ukrainian gamble has effectively failed, and the elites know this, attempting a bigger one just cause makes no sense.

Throwing everything on the line to take a bit of territory on the Baltic is not in their interests, attacking NATO is out of the equation.

The drukness of success doesn't exist because by their definition of success they didn't achieve it
Just like you tried to put words in my mouth, you're also putting words in his. This is not an argument for calculated self-interest, it's an appeal to "we are right and they are wrong and isn't that terrible."

> the Wests desire to do good being weighed against countries that still act in uncouth ways. We wanted the Houthis to just stop, so we warned them and warned them and warned them and then resorted to bombing them. We wanted Russia to stop (2008, 2014) so we warned them and warned them and that was also proven ineffective. The west wants to stick to warnings, to be light handed, but at the end of the day if your "opponent" isn't playing ball, what can you do?

And I have no idea why you keep banging on about China. That's got nothing to do with my point. Go grind your axe somewhere else.
>IF Ukraine falls and IF NATO weakens, there are so many hypothetical in this argument and so many things that have to go right for RU that it becomes useless to have a discussion

I never said that russia will do it right away. But Ukraine could absolutely fold if the US completely stops its support. At the very least it might be forced to give up a lot of its territory. This would free up a lot of russian resources. And would demoralize NATO. 

Your example is also full of hypotheticals. IF NATO is united, IF Ukraine holds etc.
Only problem is that in your vision EVERY single variable has to go the Russian way for them to have a chance,  its like saying well the Germans can win at the battle of the Bulge,  if the weather is poor, if the allied commands do not respond well, if the fuel dumps are captured intact.

They have to win in a reasonable time-frame in Ukraine, their economy would need to be in a decent shape, Trump is president,  Europe doesn't rearm, the Europeans aren't fast enough etc.

If just one of those things doesn't go the Russian way an attack on the Baltic is a failure.

That's the difference, your scenario requires a string of 6's for Russia and if one is a 5 the plan is a failure
